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ABSTRACT 
Influence is the way people utilize power.  Inter-organizational influence occurs 
when businesses want to get their way with their partners.  As the business environment 
becomes more complex, organizations within a supply chain realize that in many 
instances they walk a fine line between exercising their power and yet maintaining good 
long-term relationships.  However, researchers in this area have not provided a clear 
picture of how to produce those results.  Since different types of influence strategies exist, 
businesses need to recognize the consequences of each of the strategies toward the 
relationship.  This entails recognizing the need for understanding how the target firm 
perceives and evaluates the influence, while recognizing that this perception and 
compliance are the central foci of influence.  In addition, contextual factors such as 
culture differences and the difference in power-dependence structures have to be 
understood, because they can change the expected consequences of each influence 
strategy.  
Although there is much research on interorganizational relationships in the 
marketing and logistics literature, none of the empirical research has integrated the 
indirect influence into the study (only direct influence strategies are studied) and none of 
the research attempts incorporated empirical research of mixed power symmetry in field 
study.  This dissertation strives to fill this gap by understanding and explaining the 
phenomenon of how target firms evaluate the inter-organization influence either used 
directly by source firms or perceived from other target firms in the mixed power-
dependence structure of the food and general chemical industry of Bangkok, Thailand.  
 vi
Using the extant literature, a theoretical model was constructed and then tested 
through a mail survey sent to 435 practitioners.  The survey data were analyzed using 
structural equation modeling to simultaneously test the eight hypotheses and the 
contention that the indirect influence strategies have a significant impact on affective 
relationship satisfaction as the action oriented direct communication influence strategy 
such as coercive, legal plea, and promise.  In fact, indirect influence strategies showed a 
stronger impact compared to the non-action oriented direct communication influence 
strategies such as information exchange, recommendation, and request.  The model of the 
single relationship satisfaction construct performs the best fit, compared to the other 
alternatives considering relationship satisfaction as a separate sub-construct.  
 vii
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
INTRODUCTION STORY 
Most of the attendees of the Thai Supply Chain conference in 2004 were 
practitioners from various industries; however, I (author) was joining this conference as 
an academic.  During lunch one day, I had a conversation with three suppliers of an 
international food company (referred to here as “Company A”).  This group of people 
was not aware that I previously worked for this company and thus the conversation 
seemed to reveal genuine attitudes about Company A.  From their accounts, I learned that 
Company A required that they join this conference in order to make sure that suppliers 
participate in supply chain management.  In turn, this improved the degree of public 
visibility of Company A’s Supply Chain.  The following is an excerpt of the conversation 
that reflects the general ideas of the discussion:   
(At first they joked about how Company A forced them to attend the conference, 
in the manner of parents forcing a child to attend school.  Later the discussion become 
serious.) 
 
Supplier I:  “Requiring us to attend this conference is just one of many examples 
of insensitivity.  They sent a formal written memo saying, ‘Cooperation is mandatory, 
all suppliers must attend.’ They know they have the upper hand in our business, but it is 
kind of thoughtless.  I know this conference is important for them, but they should be 
more aware of our feelings.  They know that our business has to depend on their volume, 
we have to do it anyway.”  
 
Duke:  “If you don’t like the way they treat you, what do you think they should 
do when they need your cooperation?” 
 
Supplier II: “In my point of view, it is very easy.  Just give us a call or 
informally ask---we always follow what they ask for, they don’t need to threaten us.” 
 
Duke: “With such an abusive behavior, why do you still do business with this 
company?” 
 
Supplier I: “Well, I have to admit that they bring large volume to my business.” 
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Supplier II: In addition, Company A has a good reputation for paying on time.  
As you know, most Thai businesses do not have that reputation.” 
 
Duke: “If there is another firm that offers the same volume and also pays on 
time, as does Company A, but it treats you better, would you switch?” 
    
Surprisingly, although they had seemed angry, no one answered right away.  
They were carefully pondering for a few minutes.  
 
Supplier I: “If we have another choice, which treats us more like partners, 
instead of slaves, we might leave Company A.  But we do not have any choice now that 
equals Company A.” 
 
Supplier II: “Although I do not want to put up with their attitude and 
insensitivity, volume is not the main attraction; their brand benefits us in terms of being 
one of their suppliers.  They know their advantages and they think we have no choice.  
They have such a superior attitude.” 
 
  Duke: “I see your point. What if the volume is less in Suppler I’s case or the 
weaker brand in Supplier II’s case, would you sacrifice benefits for better treatment?” 
  
Supplier II and I:   “Well, I don’t know…money is important too.”  
   
Supplier III said nothing during conversation, but later, he whispered to me that 
those two suppliers had a difficult time with Company A because their business policies 
are very aggressive.  On the other hand, Supplier III’s company tends to have more 
flexible business policies and always uses a preventive approach by avoiding conflict 
before it happens.  Interestingly, in terms of relationship duration, Supplier III has been 
in business with Company A the longest.  He also made a significant comment about 
being a smart “underhanded” player, “I’m aware that Company A has an upper hand 
card, but I have played with them enough to guess what card they will play.”  
 
The conversation reflects the love/hate tendencies of business relationships.  The 
story of this conversation reveals the negative consequences of the inter-organizational 
influence process with which most businesses must deal.  In fact, the phenomenon of 
inter-organizational influence is observable in any industry, in any part of the supply 
chain, and even in any part of the world.  The point to take from the conversation is that 
negative impressions can damage business relationships and should be avoided.  
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Unfortunately, the existing body of knowledge does not have a level of understanding 
sufficient to create an effective avoidance strategy.  The following empirical study of 
inter-organizational influence on target firms’ satisfaction is intended to increase the level 
of insight into business relationships.  Consequently, a well-understood influence can 
promote a better explanation of the phenomenon, which will lead to a prediction of the 
outcomes.  Finally, the phenomenon can be controlled to provide a desired outcome.   
Returning to the conversation, the complaints started out from the members 
regarding suppliers not liking the manner with which Company A treated them.  
Company A seems to use power insensitively, and possibly selfishly, to control suppliers’ 
actions.  The mistreatment resulted in a low level of satisfaction with a particular use of 
power, or “influence.”  Consequently, low satisfaction may impair the on-going 
relationship itself.  Interestingly, although all the suppliers still maintain relationships 
with the same company, the reasons for doing so vary.  For example, some are afraid of 
change, while some are ready to go if the situation allows.  Several reasons involved the 
conditions of social or economic dependence.  The hesitation in answering the question 
regarding switching to a new partner indicates the complexity of the decision-making 
process, including the various tradeoffs among dependency, commitment, and 
satisfaction.  The variation of end results (e.g. different opinions) indicates the potential 
to manage the factors of dependency and satisfaction to obtain a better result.  
Understanding the variables and their interaction in the decision process regarding the 
power-influence phenomenon would help these practitioners more effectively manage 
their relationships.  
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That particular conversation is only one of millions in the business world.  It 
raises three themes: power, the use of power (or “influence”), and satisfaction.  In 
addition, near the end of the conversation two aspects of evaluation are mentioned: the 
economic concerns in evaluating the situation of revenue/volume, and concerns about 
social treatment  (Geyskens and Steenkamp 2000).  Furthermore, it is crucial for the 
power user to understand how the dependent party evaluates interaction methods in order 
to prevent the negative consequences for the relationship in the long term.    
Power is an intangible asset people want to acquire because it is the ability or 
potential to influence others for a measured or desired outcome (Dahl 1957).  Therefore, 
for business partners, power can help the power-holding firm gain a benefit by 
manipulating its contact with the target firm.  If the benefit is solely for the power 
holder’s sake and the target firm has to sacrifice for that benefit, the relationship will be 
negatively influenced.  Power is a two-edged sword—incorrectly using power may create 
harmful repercussions that destroy a relationship.   
The use of power (influence) is very critical because it is the power utilization 
process.  In human history, the rise and fall of tyrants and other power abusers provides a 
good example of the negative consequences of power usage.  Although the power users 
generally dominate the story, that does not mean the power recipients are 
inconsequential.  In fact, the power recipient is as important as the power user because 
power effectiveness relies upon the recipients’ evaluation.  Extending the analogy, rebels 
who overthrow a tyrant usually consider themselves oppressed by the abusive use of 
power.  In the case of asymmetric power in business, the subordinate party’s loyalty to 
the power user is critical to sustain the relationship.  In the business world, outright 
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rebellion may not occur because the dissatisfied party may not be able to take control of 
the other business; however, the company may leave the ongoing relationship for a better 
trading partner, which is likely to be one of the source firm’s competitors.  A king 
without subjects is no longer a king, and in a similar way, a business may suffer by losing 
suppliers’ support.  Therefore, relationship satisfaction that takes into consideration the 
perspective of the secondary members is a critical indicator for business for the success 
of the relationship.   
 
TERMINOLOGY JUSTIFICATION 
 
Before moving into the main content, it is necessary to clarify the terminology of 
the roles to ensure appropriate context and consistency with previous research.   
 
Source Firm /Target Firm 
The phenomenon of inter-organizational influence stems from the interaction of 
two role players–one is a source firm and the other is a target firm, wherein the source 
firm possesses power and uses it on the target firm.  Unfortunately, researchers use 
different terms to define the roles of business firms in power-influence research.  For 
example, the term “source firm”: some researchers substitute “power user,” or “power 
holder,” or “influencer” for this term.  On the other hand, “recipient” or “influencee” 
sometimes replaces the term “target firm.”   
Here “source firm” and “target firm” are preferred to other terms because they 
provide the impression of direction: power flows from the source toward a specific target.  
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Direction is important to focus on who does what to whom during the interaction.  In 
some cases, power-influence appears to be a multiple staged, bi-directional interaction in 
that not only does the source firm use power, but the target firm may also possess power 
and use it as compensating power.  When this happens, the role players must switch to 
the opposite role for that particular power source.  Therefore, “influencer” and 
“influencee” may exist on the same side at the same time, so it is not mutually exclusive.  
In addition, one also implicitly influences the other by nature of interaction.  Therefore, 
the use of “influencer/influencee” is not appropriate. 
Furthermore, the term “power user” is not appropriate because power may not 
need to be used directly on the target firm—power still works without being used 
directly.  The direct/indirect use of power will be discussed further in the influence 
strategy section in Chapter 2.  Although the term “power holder” and “recipient” do not 
violate theoretical meaning, they provide unacceptably generic meanings compared to 
“source” and “target,” respectively.   
Besides the reasons above, this dissertation also attempts to establish terms 
consistent with previous research by Tedeschi and Bonoma (1972), Frazier (1983), 
Frazier and Summers (1984; 1986), Kale (1986; 1989), Frazier and Rody (1991), Boyle 
et al (1992), and Bandyopadhyay and Robicheaux  (1998). 
 
Partner 
The term partner used in this dissertation refers to the generic meaning as “one 
associated with another especially in an action” in Merriam-Webster Online Dictionary 
(2004) or “one of two people who do something together or are closely involved in some 
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way” in Cambridge Dictionary of American English (2004).  Therefore, in this context, 
the channel business partner refers to one channel party associated with another channel 
party in business exchange.  The generic form sufficiently provides an essence of 
participation in exchange action.   
The alternative meaning of partner given in Merriam-Webster is “a member of a 
partnership.”  However, the specific meaning of the term partnership may vary based on 
the context and may create confusion.  For example, the more specific term of partner 
exists in some research.  Rinehart et al (2004) differentiates the term partnership from the 
other forms of business relationships such as alliance, joint venture, etc.  They define 
partnerships based on specific relationship dimensions such as personal character, 
organization capacity, organization investment, communication frequency, and 
dependence.  This dissertation does not deal with those specific dimensions in detail.  
Therefore, the term partnership simply refers to the status of two channel parties involved 
in the business exchange in general.  In this case, other relationships such as alliance or 
joint venture are considered as partnership (e.g. Ellram and Hendrick 1995).  In addition, 
the generic term “partner” aligns with other literature in the social exchange theory such 
as Anderson and Narus (1990) , Frazier (1983), and Ellram and Hendrick  (1995). 
 
Inter-Organizational Influence Strategies  
 
It is important to understand what influence is before discussing influence 
strategies.  The most widely accepted definition of influence comes from the work of 
Wilkinson and Kipnis (1978), which defines influence as how channel members ‘get their 
way’ with other channel organizations.  This definition is adopted in channel context 
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research and in this study because channel context is comparable to the context of this 
study.  
In its more basic form, influence has also been referred to as “a use of power”; 
therefore, influence strategy is refereed to “a mean or method to exercise power sources” 
(Gaski 1986).  For example, the use of an influence strategy by a source firm towards a 
target firm is a demonstration of the former applying its power over the latter (Frazier, 
1984).  The exercise of the available sources of power leads a channel member 
organization to communicate with other channel members in the form of influence 
strategies.  With respect to the sources of power, marketing channels research has 
concentrated on five sources of power resulting in influence strategies: referent, expert, 
reward, coercive and legitimate  (Hunt and Nevin 1974; Stern and El-Ansary 1982; Gaski 
and Nevin 1985).  These five sources of power are drawn from the literature of social 
psychology (French and Raven 1959). 
Influence strategies are a special type of communication in that source firms are 
used as an implication of power  (Frazier and Summers 1984).  A review of the literature 
reveals that there are two implications of influence strategies that are action based (e.g. 
rewarding and punishment) and communication based  (Gundlach and Cadotte 1994).  
This study recognizes the existence of action influence, but chooses to deal only with 
communication influence for two main reasons.  First, this study adopts the theoretical 
foundation of the communication approach (Mohr and Nevin 1990; Frazier and Rody 
1991; Boyle et al. 1992; Mohr, Fisher, and Nevin 1996).  Second, communication 
strategy (considered a soft-hand strategy) more than likely precedes action strategy (hard-
hand strategy).  People will use soft-handed strategies before the hard-handed ones.  In 
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practice, if a long-term relationship is the focus, it is important to keep in mind that 
relationships are like glass—once broken, they cannot be mended.  Therefore, the 
phenomenon of how to use communication strategy effectively should be well 
understood. 
In a similar way, influence tactics are also used interchangeably in several studies, 
especially in organizational research, even in marketing channels research.  Therefore, it 
is worthwhile to mention the connection between influence strategies and influence 
tactics.  The work of Wilkinson and Kipnis  (1978), which can be considered early work 
in this area, observed that marketing channel organizations use many different types of 
influence tactics to manipulate other channel organizations.  When used on a long-term 
basis to achieve strategic business objectives of coordinating and controlling marketing 
activities within a distribution system (Scheer and Stern 1992), these tactics become 
influence strategies, which are part and parcel of a firm’s way of conducting business 
(Bandyopadhyay and Robicheaux 1998). 
It is important to note that the original unit of study in this area is a dyad; 
therefore, all six-communication influence strategies are considered to be a direct 
influence because the source firm, or the influencer, plays the role of message sender 
interacting directly toward the target firm, or influence, that is the message receiver 
(Mohr and Nevin, 1990).  This study integrates another dimension of influence, or 
indirect influence, into the six traditional strategies.  The indirect influence refers to 
communication that occurs among the target firms sharing information about what the 
source firm had done to them.  In this situation, the received message can influence the 
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way the other target firms’ decisions are made as much as the message received directly 
from the source firm.   
In this study, the six traditional influence strategies can be divided into two 
groups based on the content of communications.  The first group is referred to as the non-
action-oriented communication because the source firm will not mention the action that 
the target firm will receive if the target firm does not comply with the source firm’s 
requirement.  In fact, the source firm should not imply intention during the conversation.  
Influence strategies in the first group consist of information exchange, recommendation, 
and request.  The second group is action-oriented communication influence strategies 
because the source firm will transmit “action content” in the message regarding the 
consequence if the target firm complies with source firm’s requirement.  The strategies 
within this group are promise, legal plea and threat.  Although this study based the 
delineation on communication content, it aligns previous classifications that delineate by 
the degree of power usage: the weak/strong classification proposed by Gundlach (1987), 
and mediated /non-mediated proposed by Kale (1986).  However, it is also comparable to 
the non-coercive/coercive classification proposed by Frazier and Summers (1986), which 
was based on the type of power base.  In addition, it is important to note that it is 
different from the indirect/direct classification proposed by Bandyopadhyay and 
Robicheaux (1998), which was the basis for their judgment on the degree of implied 
intention in the level of mediation.  Their work demonstrated that new classification is 
necessary because the cross load between these two classifications still exits, especially 
for request strategies.  It is worthwhile to note that people, read between the lines, that is 
to say, we make meaning from the entire message through inference, rather than in a 
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word-by-word interpretation.  Therefore, this study will use a rule of the degree of 
intention that is expressed in terms of communication content to delineate these six 
traditional influence strategies into non-action-oriented and action-oriented.   
 
TARGET FIRM RELATIONSHIP SATISFACTION 
 Given the context of study and the focal phenomenon, this research adopts the 
definition used by Schul, Little, and Pride (1985), which formulates relationship 
satisfaction as an affective response of individual channel members toward the salient 
aspects of the channel organization.  This study deals with the relationship from the focal 
target firm’s perspective.  Therefore, the relationship satisfaction definition will be 
defined as an affective response of the focal target firm toward the salient aspects of the 
relationship satisfaction between the focal target firm and the source firm. 
This study recognizes the difference between cognitive and affective satisfaction, 
but affective satisfaction will be adopted for use in this context for two reasons.  First, 
this study is more interested in overall relationship satisfaction, not each specific 
dimension in detail or particular situation, thus the affective satisfaction represents more 
overall picture of satisfaction of the situation.  In fact, cognitive satisfaction eventually 
will lead into affective satisfaction.  Second, the evaluation of multiple dimensions such 
as influence situations can be complex.  Affective satisfaction uses overall feeling to 
capture the satisfaction, which can be considered a single dimension; feeling toward the 
overall relationship may be easier to deal with by using a complex evaluation process.  
Therefore, affective satisfaction is used in this study because it is simple but effective in 
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capturing the overall satisfaction of influence phenomenon based on the target firm’s 
perspective.  
Satisfaction has been researched extensively in marketing channels literature 
(Ruekert and Churchill, 1984; Frazier, Gill, and Kale, 1989).  Hunt and Nevin (1974) 
argue that within a contractual channel relationship, dissatisfaction with an exchange 
trading partner may: (1) hinder morale; (2) impede cooperation; (3) precipitate litigation; 
and (4) fuel initiatives for protective legislation.  Mohr and Nevin (1990) posit that 
satisfaction in an exchange relationship is affected by channel member communication.  
Furthermore, Anderson and Narus (1990) found that communication, along with other 
internal policy variables, affects satisfaction.  Therefore, relationship satisfaction has 
been a focus in channels research (Ruekert and Churchill 1984).   
This may raise the question of why satisfaction must be from the perspective of 
the target firm.  First, the limits of this dissertation, including time frame and research 
resources, are main reasons.  Although both roles are important, the target firm is 
considered foremost because the essence of influence is the issue of change in either 
attitude or behavior on the part of the target firm.  Second, given the concept of indirect 
influence, the target firm will be more likely to perceive this phenomenon than the source 
firm will.  The complete picture from the perspective of the source firm will be followed 
in future research.   
From the perspective of implication, a relationship cannot be complete with effort 
from only one side.  Both sides must be sensitive to their partners’ satisfaction in order to 
achieve a long-term relationship.  The perspective of those in the more vulnerable 
position regarding the use of power is important to reveal the potential interruption of the 
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business relationship.  If the power users comprehend the source of tension beforehand, 
they will be able to prevent the negative consequences and maintain on-going, long-term 
relationships.  In conclusion, understanding inter-organizational influence and its results 
may help endorse the voice from the “underdog” to the power user who can use the 
information to enhance long-term relationship management and avoid the pitfalls of 
becoming power abusers.    
In light of the last words from Supplier III, the target firm can gain benefit from 
understanding the possible variation of the influence strategy.  The example reveals that 
not all target firms react the same way toward power abusers.  Supplier III demonstrated 
that the target firm also could actively manipulate the influence situation by taking 
preventive action.  Understanding this phenomenon may help target firms take preventive 
action to avoid ruthless treatment by the power user.  
 
INTER-ORGANIZATIONAL INFLUENCE AND LONG TERM RELATIONSHIPS 
Long-term relationships between channel members are becoming more prevalent.  
It is necessary to determine how to best maintain these relationships.  The variables 
associated with long-term relationship maintenance are quite different from the variables 
associated with short-term relationships. 
For instance, while the performance expectations of potential trading partners are 
typically the basis for the formation of new relationships, reality-demonstrated 
performance outcomes are the basis for relationship maintenance.  Furthermore, long-
term exchange relationships often require substantial resource investments—financial and 
social— from the dyad members.  The channels of distribution are the area of marketing 
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with the strongest tradition for studying exchange relationships.  When applied to 
distribution systems, relationship marketing has focused primarily on the structure of 
channel relationships, describing the degree of integration among channel members 
(Dwyer 1987; Boyle et al. 1992; Robicheaux and Coleman 1994).  There is general 
agreement among channel researchers regarding the importance of the developing and 
maintaining long-term exchange relationships.  However, there is less agreement 
regarding which factors affect and are affected by long-term channel exchange 
relationships.  Simpson and Mayo (1997) suggest that a long-term relationship is a 
dynamic and evolutionary process that may involve many factors affecting and affected 
by the nature of the exchange relationship.  Channel researchers have recently linked 
communication strategies and relationship structure (relational and transactional) to long-
term exchange outcomes (Mohr and Nevin 1990; Robicheaux and Coleman 1994), but 
empirical research has focused almost entirely on the direct effects of influence strategy 
use on channel satisfaction and conflict (Anderson and Narus 1990; Frazier and Rody 
1991).  In addition, several of these studies have produced mixed results (Gaski 1986; 
Frazier, Gill, and Kale 1989).  The impact of influence strategy use on other important 
channel outcomes such as trust, commitment and cooperation has rarely been subjected to 
empirical tests (Scheer and Stern 1992). 
 Previous research in power and influence has been conducted in the channels of 
distribution since the 1950s.  Most research has focused on the short term by 
concentrating on the transactional relationship, thus paying more attention to the 
economic aspect of relationships and overlooking the social component of business 
relationships.  The economic aspect tends to be time and situation specific; the 
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relationship tends to change as time passes or when the situation changes.  The resulting 
research will not go beyond the short-term consequences.  In contrast, the social aspect 
tends to stabilize changes over and through different situation times.  By considering 
long-term relationships oriented in supply chain management, the social aspect would 
contribute a great deal to maintaining and strengthening the relationship.  Without the 
long-term oriented relationship, the claim of “supply chain management” is thrown into 
doubt. 
 
INTER-ORGANIZATIONAL INFLUENCE AND SUPPLY CHAIN MANAGEMENT (SCM) 
Supply Chain Management (SCM) is defined as “the systemic, strategic 
coordination of the traditional business functions within a particular company and across 
businesses within the supply chain, for the purposes of improving the long-term 
performance of the individual companies and the supply chain as a whole” (Mentzer 
2001).  Today, supply chain management gains more attention in the belief that 
competitive advantages can be created through coordination among supply chain 
members (Mentzer 2004).  Christopher (1998) stated that firms would compete with each 
other at the supply chain level, instead of at the individual firm level.  At the supply chain 
level, firms within the supply chain may form business alliances to access a broader 
range of competencies, to acquire desired competencies more quickly, or to extend the 
reach of current competencies into new competitive domains (Spekman, Salmond, and 
Lambe 1997; Spekman, Spear, and Kamauff 2001).   
Today’s business environment stresses both relations with customers and the 
service provided to customers  (Kotler 1997; Hitt, Ireland, and Hoskinsson 1999).  The 
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level of competition for customers in both domestic and international markets demands 
that organizations be quick, agile, and flexible to compete effectively (Fliedner and 
Vokurka 1997; La Londe 1997).  These qualities cannot be acquired without the 
coordination of the companies in the supply chain (Mentzer 2004).  Therefore, supply 
chain management is very important for the survival of any firm. 
In highly competitive markets, a strategy of expanding market share does not 
guarantee profit; hence, firms tend to focus on how to define their competitive space or 
profit zone (Bovet and Sheffi 1998).  Companies pursue cooperative relationships to 
capture lifetime customer share through systematic development and management of 
cooperative and collaborative partnerships (Gruen 1997).  In addition, globalization has 
made it clear that no single firm can have enough resources or meet the conditions 
requisite for success.  The business world has come to recognize the necessity of 
collaborating with other organizations (Kotler 1997).   
In brief, relationship management is the essence of competitive advantage 
creation in supply chain management.  As a sub phenomenon in inter-firm relationships, 
influence communication strategy (ICS) can benefit SCM in two ways.   
First, the influence strategy helps resolve the misalignment or conflict among 
supply chain members.  According to Pondy’s work (1967), a conflict or misalignment of 
goals will be more than likely, especially when the members have different backgrounds 
and are not familiar with methods of cooperation.   
Second, inter-organizational influence communication strategy (ICS) is directly 
tied to the philosophy of supply chain management, in order to make systemic and 
strategic coordination effective.  The inter-organizational influence communication 
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strategy (ICS) can be considered as an application which one member uses to help 
manage collaboration and, used effectively; it will eventually foster long-term 
relationships.  In fact, inter-organizational influence communication strategy (ICS) can be 
seen as a special form of the information flow, where one member uses the social 
information flow to manipulate collaboration with other members.   
In supply chain management, coordination is the key to the utilization of 
resources among members.  Cavinato (2002) applied four capitals to the supply chain 
context.  He asserted that collaboration is a form of social capital that creates competitive 
advantage for one supply chain to out-perform another supply chain.  Behavioral 
approaches provide a systematic and strategic way to understand how social capital 
enhances other capitals in supply chain management.  Unfortunately, since the 1970s, 
most research in logistics management has been operations oriented; the discipline has 
focused heavily on utilizing the first two capitals (physical capital and financial capital).  
While the marketing discipline has historically considered behavioral relationships in the 
area of channels research, the logistics discipline has only recently started to pay attention 
to the behavioral perspective in terms of social capital, such as building competitive 
advantage through collaboration and coordination.    
 
THE NEED FOR INTER-ORGANIZATIONAL INFLUENCE 
RESEARCH  
For the past three decades, especially after French and Raven (1959) introduced 
the power concept in 1959 and Emerson’s power-dependence theory emerged in 1962 
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(Emerson 1962), channel studies have primarily consisted of power and conflict research. 
However, because this research does not show consistency and saturation, there is still 
much room for investigation.  Actually, this area of research is fascinatingly complex and 
still has many facets to explore.  The inter-organizational influence facet that follows is a 
critical contribution to the power research, and one that has long been missing from the 
scene.  
Unlike power and conflict research, influence research only began gaining 
attention as an alternative in the mid-1980s and early 1990s, so there is little influence 
research to draw on.  In addition, the existing body of knowledge concerning the 
influence phenomenon is still untested and inconsistent.  Table 1-1 presents the count of 
research content within these areas: inter-organizational conflict, power, inter-
organizational influence, and inter-organizational satisfaction from eleven journals.  
 For visual purposes, the same information in Table 1-1 is presented in four 
different graphs.  The analysis is based on all articles published from 1959-2003 in three 
top logistics journals and eight marketing journals.  Although French and Raven (1959) 
introduced power concepts in the management field in 1959, the first research started 
appearing around in the mid-1960s.  The possible instigation of this research might be the 
work of Emerson (1962) introducing the first well-known application of power. In the 
late 1960s, channel management brought the power concept into the marketing field 
(Figure 1-1: Graph I-1.2).  Then, in the marketing and logistics fields, power research 
experienced a surge in the mid-19 80s and again in the late 1990s.   
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Table 1-1 Historical Analysis of Power, Influence, Conflict, and Satisfaction  
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Graph I-1.1: Number of Conflict Articles from 1960-2003 
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 Graph I-1.2: Number of Power Articles from 1960-2003 
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Graph I-1.3: Number of Influence Articles from 1960-2003 
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Graph I-1.4: Number of Satisfaction Articles from 1960-2003 
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Conflict has been called the antecedent of power; therefore, it is logical to see 
conflict research beginning almost at the same time as power research, or even earlier 
(Figure 1-1: Graph I-1.1).  In fact, the logic behind bringing power research into 
marketing should be an attempt to find the best conflict solution when the conflict occurs.  
If this is the original purpose, researchers may have to look back at the issue of conflict 
solutions other than coercive power to solve unavoidable conflict.  For example, 
proactive conflict solution, such as indirect influence, could be employed by the source 
firm to make a target firm aware of the potential conflict.  Thus, the target firm will be 
able to avoid problems without directly encountering the source firm.  This issue will be 
discussed in detail in the indirect influence strategy section.  
Satisfaction came on to the channels research scene in the mid-1970s (Graph I-
1.4).  After power and conflict research had been around for ten years, the consequence 
of using the power and the result of conflict solution became a point of interest.  
Researchers started asking questions like, “What can we do with the power-conflict 
phenomenon?”  One possible answer in terms of the managerial aspect is to manipulate 
the phenomenon for the desired outcome or consequences.  If the phenomenon is 
thoroughly explained and understood, the body of knowledge may provide a chance to 
control some variables to yield the desired result.  Satisfaction is one of the consequences 
gaining more and more attention since the mid-1970s (Graph I-1.4).  Satisfaction research 
and conflict research seem increasingly complimentary to one another over time (Table 
1-1).  One possible view is that business is very concerned with how well the conflict is 
solved by using consequences such as level of satisfaction as an indicator. 
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  Logically, positive satisfaction may lead to longer-lasting business relationships, which 
is a desired outcome for many firms.  Therefore, positive satisfaction motivates the 
search for better conflict solutions.   
Most influence research is overshadowed by power research (Table 1-1).  Since 
the 1980s, influence research has appeared sparingly in communication research as a 
communication application (Figure 1-1).  In fact, influence research is still in its infancy, 
and inconsistency among definitions still hinders this research area from progressing to 
the next stage.  In order to add this missing perspective of influence phenomenon into the 
body of knowledge in the area of relationship behavior, inter-organizational influence 
research will be a focal point of this dissertation. 
There are two main streams in influence research in marketing discipline.  The 
first stream is inter-organizational influence in channels research.  This research stream 
started in the early 1980s suggested by the exercised power/unexercised power concept.  
Then, the concepts evolve into influence strategy by integrating communication theory 
into the mean of power utilization (Mohr and Nevin 1990; Boyle et al. 1992).  The 
second stream is the intra-organizational influence research, which investigates the 
influence phenomenon within a firm—mostly in the buying center (Venkatesh, Kohli and 
Zaltman 1995).  Although these two research streams share the same foundation, the 
contexts are significantly different in terms of the role of power and level of control.  In 
addition, influence research within different power structure in the field study setting is 
still limited.  Most field studies are conducted within high dependence or high asymmetry 
power contexts, in which the level of dependency will impair real influence phenomenon.  
Moderate and low dependency will ease up the constraints of dependency and reveal 
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more influence interaction (Wilkinson and Kipnis 1978; Keith, Jackson, and Crosby 
1990).  However, such a context has been conducted only in a simulated environment, 
not in a field study.  
 
BACKGROUND LITERATURE AND CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 
The phenomenon focuses on the impact of the use of power by one supply chain 
member on the other member’s relationship satisfaction.  This also includes questions of 
who will initiate the solution, and how it will affect the other members.  Originally, 
Cadotte and Stern (1979) proposed a process model depicting the use of power to solve 
conflict. Gundlach (1987) modified the model by elaborating on the resultant force, and 
integrating the inter-organizational influence into the model.  The modified model 
(Figure 1-2) will serve as an original conceptualization for this paper. 
 
 
           
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Adapted from Gundlach (1987) and Cadotte and Stern (1979) 
 
Figure 1-2 Original Conceptual Framework 
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The original conceptualization formulated by Cadotte and Stern (1979) included 
differing levels of dependence (power) and potential conflict affect the resultant force 
directed towards another organization.  The use of power produces changes in the target 
organization’s goals, perceptions, solution satisfaction and domains, and in the 
power/dependence relationship of the channel dyad; these changes are collectively called 
the conflict aftermath.  Eventually, this residue will have a direct impact on relationship 
satisfaction.  
The process of an influence attempt between channel members within a channel 
relationship comprises the resultant force stage of the original model.  An influence 
attempt begins with the identification of the target influence element (i.e. pricing policies, 
terms of delivery, inventory decisions, etc.), which is the focus of the influence attempt. 
Given the conflict and unbalanced dependence/power relationships in the channel 
setting, the source firm will attempt to use power to change the behavior of the target 
firm.  This influence attempt will involve plans to influence the target organization to 
adopt, continue, or change specific attitudes and behaviors relative to business operations 
within the target element.  At the same time, the target firm will attempt to either avoid or 
counter the influence from the source firm.  Therefore, the loop in the original model 
reflects the multi-staged, bi-directional interaction between these two role players.  
 
THEORY JUSTIFICATION 
To elaborate on the original framework, there are two basic questions concerning 
inter-organizational influence: “How does the phenomenon happen?” and “Why does the 
phenomenon happen?”  To address the “how” question, the reciprocal theory will serve 
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as a conceptual foundation.  To answer the “why” question, there are two main theories 
that serve as a foundation: Social Exchange Theory (Thibaut and Kelley 1959) and 
Dependence Theory  (Emerson 1962).    
 
HOW DOES THE PHENOMENON HAPPEN? 
When it comes to conflict solution, power-influence is the most familiar concept 
inherited from channels research and applied to supply chain, logistics, and marketing.  It 
is assumed that once conflict arises, focal members choose to use power to solve the 
disagreement.  Different sources of power combined with the way one influences the 
other will result in different levels of satisfaction.  Satisfaction can happen at a different 
point of the process; therefore, it is important to mention that satisfaction within this 
research focuses on the conflict aftermath satisfaction perceived by the target members—
members of the firm influenced to change behavior to accommodate the conflict solution.  
Because that satisfaction is based on conflict solution, it is important to note that conflict 
solution does not need to actually happen.  The potential conflict that is avoided can be 
counted as an effective conflict solution.  The action of solving conflict by using power 
from one member and the reaction, in terms of change in satisfaction regarding the other 
member, can be explained by reciprocal action theory. 
 
Reciprocal Action Theory 
 
 Reciprocal action theory generally concerns the actions taken by one party in 
response to actions taken by the other party in an exchange relationship (Gouldner 1960). 
The interaction derived from the use of power in the inter-organizational context is a 
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specific type of the reciprocal action theory.  Several channel researchers have developed 
theoretical arguments about the tendency of firms to reciprocate behaviors (Stern 1967; 
Lusch 1978), but only two studies have addressed the issue empirically. Within the 
context of a franchise channel system, Frazier and Summers (1986) found that the 
manufacturer's use of coercive strategies was related positively to the dealer's use of 
coercive strategies, as reciprocal action theory predicts. However, other results (Frazier, 
Gill, and Kale 1989) indicate that the use of coercive strategies by manufacturers is not 
returned in kind by their dealers, in a seller's market, in a developing country where 
manufactured products are scarce. Firms lacking alternatives and status are likely to have 
high tolerance for the use of coercion and minor equity concerns, and hence make few, if 
any, attempts to retaliate (Bucklin 1973). Frazier, Gill and Kale (1989) conclude, "The 
channel context appears to have a major bearing on the applicability of reciprocal action 
theory to inter-firm behavior in distribution channel relationships." 
 
WHY DOES THE PHENOMENON HAPPEN? 
There are two main theories that serve as a response to the “why” question: Social 
Exchange Theory (Thibaut and Kelley 1959) and Dependence Theory (Emerson, 1962). 
These theories are more complimentary than antithetical.  Although both theories adopt 
the same theoretical definition, their function is divergent in terms of the motivational 
force of staying in a relationship.    
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Dependence Theory 
 
Dependence Theory (Emerson 1962) predicts that one firm’s power in a dyadic 
relationship is based on the other’s dependence, that is, its need to maintain the 
relationship in order to achieve desired goals. The higher the level of reward anticipated 
in the relationship relative to those available in alternative relationships, the higher a 
firm’s dependence (Emerson 1962; Aldrich 1979). In addition, the investment the firm 
needs to put into the relationship in terms of time, effort, and money, as well as the 
perceived costs of switching to and starting another exchange relationship can also 
contribute to its dependence on the other firm (Cadotte and Stern 1979). It is important to 
note that Emerson’s perspective of dependency implies only economic dependence. 
Because the firms must consider each other’s efforts if they are to accomplish 
their goals, each firm will have a need for influence in the exchange—an interest in 
shaping the direction of the relationship through the use of its power (Reve and Stern 
1979). The intensity of this need will vary, based on a variety of factors.  The higher the 
level of ideological agreement between the personnel of each firm on the nature of the 
tasks confronted by the organizations and the appropriate approaches to these tasks, the 
less need will exist for frequent influence attempts (Aldrich 1979; Cadotte and Stern 
1979). The existence of conflicting goals will lead to a greater number of influence 
attempts than if all goals are compatible.  The source firm will have to exert more effort 
to increase the target firm’s exchange behavior if the target firm’s motivation to make the 
exchange successful is low.  When a firm’s personnel possess a high level of ability, 
aptitude and managing experience, they will need less assistance thereby resulting in a 
lower number of required influence attempts (Walker 1971). Pfeffer and Salanchik 
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(1972) predict that a firm that exhibits a high level of vulnerability one time will face 
increased influence attempts in the future. Finally, empirical results in Dwyer and Walker 
(1981) suggest that in “balanced power” relationships, the frequency of overall influence 
attempts will be increased. 
Dependence theory uses an external force, such as economic situations, to explain 
the existence of power.  For example, dependence theory utilizes dependence as a 
reflection of power; therefore, the level of power A wields over B can be defined by how 
much B has to depend on A in terms of scarce resources, and how well A performs when 
compared to the alternatives.  In other words, dependence reflects B’s need for A because 
(1) B needs to use some of A’s resources, and (2) B has no other choice.  This theory may 
raise the question of how the relationship between A and B will change if a better choice 
is presented.  How will A change its conduct in order to maintain the relationship with B?  
B will leave for a better choice that offers the same, or better, benefits for which B used 
to depend on A.  In general, Dependence Theory is founded on cost concepts such as 
switching cost.  For example, investment in a relationship is mentioned in the work of 
Emerson (1962) as a switching barrier.  However, very little is mentioned about the 
motivation to invest.  If the long-term relationship seeks stability, business partners 
should try to sustain the equilibrium stage in the relationship as long as possible.  
However, if the equilibrium has roots only in involuntary need, then the source firm has 
no way to prevent its target firm from shopping around for a new partner.  Therefore, the 
relationship will not be stable when newcomers appear on the scene.  
Unfortunately, stability of equilibrium is not reported because most research 
based on this theory has been conducted in an oligarchic context, such as the automobile 
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industry, franchises, breweries, and heavy machinery manufacturers.  The main reason 
for using a specific context is to gain a high probability of phenomenon occurrence; the 
asymmetric power situation tends to provide a better chance to detect the use of power.  
However, this context undermines the critical aspect of phenomena such as stability.  If 
the ultimate goal of managing relationships is to find long-term stability, Dependence 
Theory may not provide a sufficient explanation for stopping the target firm from 
actively shopping around for alternatives.  In addition, from the managerial point of view, 
the external factor is beyond the scope of the source firm’s control.  As long as the 
dependency is unable to hold the target firm, what force is left to preserve the 
relationship? 
Most concepts rooted in Dependence Theory have notions of relationship 
maintenance.  Dependence Theory also influences other concepts in channels research 
such as the Political Economy Framework (Stern and Reve 1980). Within the framework 
of political economy, internal polity refers to the internal socio-political allocation system 
analyzed in terms of the internal socio-political structure and process.  The pattern of 
power/dependent relations within a channel is introduced in the internal socio-political 
structure.  Although the term “internal” is used, dependence is a result of an external 
need, not of the bond created in the dyad.   
 Frazier (Frazier) provides an argument that dependence is a better measurement 
of power than attributed influence. However, this may miss the most important part of the 
power definition that focuses on a source firm averting a target firm’s behavior.  How can 
source firms manipulate the external force?  The need is not adequately explained by 
economic dependence alone. 
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Social Exchange Theory 
 
Social Exchange Theory seems to provide a more balanced view of the influence 
phenomenon.  The use of power is linked to three basic components in Social Exchange 
Theory in terms of cost, reward, and behavioral bonds such as trust.  While Dependence 
Theory essentially focuses on cost, such as switching cost, Social Exchange Theory 
provides an explanation for the existence of a relationship using want/motivation and 
comfort.  The information explained in Social Exchange Theory is more comprehensive 
because cost reflects the need to be together and reward reflects the want/motivation to be 
together.  Finally, behavioral bonds—such as trust—provide the comfort level that 
sustains the relationship in the long term.  All components are internal factors and are 
manageable by the source firm.  The non-coercive power base should play an important 
role in building bonds.  Frazier (1983) provides support for how power can fit into 
exchange theory in the channel context.  
According to the work of French and Raven (1959), all power bases can be 
explained better under Social Exchange Theory as a result of the combination of social 
and economic natures. While Dependence Theory sees the reason for being in a 
relationship as a reflection of the need, the social exchange theory differentiates the 
reasons for being in relationship into need, want, and comfort.  The comfort aspect 
includes the emotional attraction between business partners such as use of power or 
influence.   
Compared to Dependence Theory, Social Exchange Theory makes more sense in 
a situation where social switching cost is equal, but one party displays more appeal 
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through a higher level of relationship comfort.  In more extreme cases, although the 
alternative partner provides lower cost, the target firm may choose to stay with the old 
source firm because the want and comfort create an emotional switching cost.  The 
additional dimensions of want and comfort play critical roles in terms of the 
relationship’s stability.  In one way, want strengthens the bond and creates the emotional 
switching cost.  In another way, comfort will keep both firms from being active in finding 
alternatives, thereby performing as a barrier.   
 
RESEARCH GAPS AND RESEARCH CONTRIBUTIONS 
There are several gaps existing in the effect of influence on relationship 
satisfaction within the inter-organizational context; this section will present some of the 
main gaps and present the possible contribution this dissertation can provide.  Although 
influence research has been performed in sociology and organizational behavior research, 
there are very few studies conducted in the business-to-business context.  Therefore, there 
are some foundations from related disciplines and a great potential for exploring and 
improving the understanding in business-to-business contexts such as channel 
management and supply chain management. 
First, the most important gap is the lack of inter-organizational influence research 
in the business-to-business context.  According to the historical content analysis 
presented in Table 1-1, the number of studies in the area of inter-organizational influence 
is very low compared to power, satisfaction, and conflict research.  This area of research 
may be legitimately labeled as a missing link within power research because it represents 
the process of transforming the power sources into the exercised power.  Gaski (1996) 
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stated that the conceptual issue of distinction between the exercised power from the 
power base is very critical in the power research progression. Unfortunately, the construct 
of inter-organizational influence still needs more investigation, especially in the context 
of different power structures and the role of inter-dyadic interaction such as indirect 
influence.   
The main purpose of this research is to integrate indirect influence to the existing 
direct influence strategies, and then study the role of all influence strategies on 
satisfaction in the field study setting.  Field study in the context of moderate and low 
power structure is rare (Keith, Johnson and Crosby, 1990).  Most of the traditional field 
study has been conducted in a high-asymmetry power environment because of the high 
probability of power usage occurrence.  However, high-asymmetry power may not be the 
sole factor to ensure the existence to power usage.   
Second, there is a need for testing a framework that is founded on Western culture 
within a different cultural context.  Very few empirical studies exist that test inter-
organizational influence within the business context of a collectivist culture.  Most 
research has a foundation in Western culture; for example, the definition of development, 
measurement of development, and the classification of constructs.  Inter-organizational 
influence in the marketing channel context appears in the early 1980s in American 
literature.  Frazier (1983) introduced the term “influence” in the inter-organizational 
relation model based on the previous work conducted in North America, Australia, or 
Europe.  Although several empirical research programs are continuously conducted in 
North America, Australia, and Scandinavia, some research, begun in the mid-1980s, has 
been conducted in a non-Western business context, for example, Chang (1991) 
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implemented the concept of influence in China; Johnson, Sakano ,and Onzo (1990) in 
Japan; Bandyopadhyay and Robicheaux (1998) and Kale (1999) in India. Interestingly, 
the framework seems to maintain the basic dimensions and constructs in an international 
context, but the degree of interaction among constructs shows variation.  For instance, the 
use of non-coercive influence strategies shows significant cross-cultural utilization, but 
the patterns of utilization are different in each culture.  In India, Bandyopadhyay and 
Robicheaux (1998) and Kale (1986; 1989) found a lower degree of non-coercive 
influence usage compared to the United States. The diversification of the result calls for 
more investigation in different cultural contexts.   
Conducting this dissertation in Thailand provides two key benefits—theoretical 
benefits and operational benefits.  Theoretical benefits refer to the gains from (1) the 
unique perspective in influence usage patterns in the Thai culture that can contribute to 
the body of knowledge, and (2) the high probability of finding a long-term oriented 
practice in the unit of analysis because of the unique collectivist culture of Thailand 
(Pornpitakpan 2000).   
Based on Hofstede’s five culture dimensions (Hofstede 1980; Hofstede 1983; 
Hofstede et al. 1990; Hofstede 1993; Fernandez and Carlson 1997; Hofstede 1998), Thai 
culture seems to provide another interesting facet of this phenomenon given its distinctive 
nature.  Hofstede (1993) described the characteristics of Thai culture as unique with its 
two highest Hofstede rankings being equal at 64 - Power Distance (PDI) and Uncertainty 
Avoidance (UAI).  The high Power Distance (PDI) is indicative of a high level of 
inequality of power and wealth within the society.  This condition is not necessarily 
forced upon the population, but is accepted as a part of the cultural heritage (Hofstede 
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1993).  The ranking of 64 is slightly lower than the Asian average of 71.  Therefore, the 
use of legitimate or referent power, such as request influence and indirect influence, may 
be prevalent in Thai business (Pornpitakpan 1999; Patterson and Smith 2001; Fisher and 
Hartel 2003).   
The equally high Hofstede Dimension ranking of Uncertainty Avoidance (UAI) -
64 indicates the society’s low level of tolerance for uncertainty.  In an effort to reduce 
this level of uncertainty, strict rules, laws, policies, and regulations are adopted and 
implemented.  The ultimate goal of this population is to control everything in order to 
eliminate or avoid the unexpected.  As a result of this high Uncertainty Avoidance 
characteristic, Thai society does not readily accept change and is very risk averse.  
Thailand’s rank of 64 is slightly higher than the Asian average of 58.  Therefore, Thai 
source firms tend to use influence strategies often in order to control the level of 
uncertainty (Pornpitakpan 1999).  
Thailand's lowest dimension is Individualism (IDV) at 20.  A low score, as 
Thailand has, indicates that a society is Collectivist as compared to Individualist.  This is 
manifested in a close long-term commitment to the member “group,”—family, extended 
family, or extended relationships (Punyaratabandhy-Bhakdi 1983).  Loyalty in a 
collectivist culture is paramount and overrides almost all other societal rules and 
regulations.  The society fosters strong relationships wherein everyone takes 
responsibility for members of the group.  In addition, Thailand has the lowest 
Masculinity (MAS) ranking (34) among the Asian countries, compared to the Asian 
average of 53 and the world average of 50.  This lower level is indicative of a society 
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with lower degree of assertiveness and competitiveness, as compared to those where 
these values are considered to be vital.  Therefore, based on these IDV and MAS, Thai 
business practices tend to use “soft-handed” rather than the “hard-handed” influence 
strategies (Stening and Everett 1984; Verluyten 1997; Mann, Parinyavuttichai, and 
Johnson 2003).  
 A huge majority of the population of Thailand, nearly 95%, practices Buddhism.  
The precepts of Buddhism include leading a moral life, being mindful and aware of 
thoughts and actions, and developing wisdom and understanding.  Due to the 
philosophical similarity of Buddhist and Shinto societies, these have been consolidated 
for the purposes of this study.  These countries have the closest correlation with 
Hofstede’s Uncertainty Avoidance Index (UAI), which is the same correlation that the 
majority of Catholic countries have demonstrated (Fernandez and Carlson 1997). 
Buddhist/Shinto societies also have an additional dimension, that of Long Term 
Orientation (LTO).  Greet Hofstede added this dimension after the original study, and it 
was applied to twenty-three of the fifty original countries in his study (Hofstede 1993; 
Fernandez and Carlson 1997).  The Buddhist/Shinto Countries of Taiwan and Japan have 
LTOs as the most closely correlating Dimension.  Therefore, the long-term relationship 
has high probability of occurrence in Thai business (Mann, Parinyavuttichai, and Johnson 
2003) 
Besides the national culture dimensions proposed by Hofstede, the general social 
interaction level is also influenced by unique social traits such as cool-heartedness, face-
saving, seniority, eclecticism, and syncretism (refers to reconciliation or fusion of 
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differing systems of belief)(Punyaratabandhy-Bhakdi 1983; Hofstede 1998; Pornpitakpan 
1999).  These social traits include (but are of course not limited to) the following features 
(Cooper and Cooper 1990; Klausner 1993; Segaller 1993; Browell 2000).   
1. The “cool-heartedness” trait (jai yen) is a way to maintain social stability 
and emotional control, characterized by a high degree of reluctance to display emotions. 
Within this study context, the Thai avoids confrontation and feel uncomfortable with 
“talking it out.”(Verluyten 1997; Fisher and Hartel 2003)  Therefore, indirect influence, 
which is not performed face-to-face, is to be expected. 
2. The “face-saving” trait (ruk-sa-nah) is an act of harmonious interpersonal 
relationships with a need for face-saving, indirect communication patterns, and the near-
impossibility of any form of positive criticism(Cooper and Cooper 1990; Kamoche 2000; 
Fisher and Hartel 2003).  The face-saving trait will enhance the use of a non-action-
oriented influence strategy, especially the indirect influence strategy. 
3. Seniority trait (kreng-jai) is the act of respect by the inferior toward the 
superior (the father, the older person, the boss), based on a strict social hierarchy 
(seniority)(Cooper and Cooper 1990; Klausner 1993; Browell 2000; Pornpitakpan 2000).  
This trait will affect both source firm and target firm: the source firm tends to use more 
non-coercive strategies, and the target firm itself tends to comply with the source firm for 
the sake of personal relationships.  
4. The “easy-going” trait (jai-kwang) is a practice of eclecticism and 
syncretism (religion and general), which reflects a capacity for combining and integrating 
elements from Westerners seemingly incompatible or contradictory doctrines and 
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philosophies(Fisher and Hartel 2003).  This trait influences the Thai to be more passive 
and compromise rather than authoritative or even collaborative.  The more passive a 
target firm is, the more a source firm will influence the target firm. 
Therefore, the unique collectivist culture in Thai business not only ensures a high 
probability of the use of power (high UAI), but also the probability of study from long 
term oriented relationship subject (High LAI).  The collectivist and cultural traits together 
foster long-term relationships among Thai businesses (Mann, Parinyavuttichai, and 
Johnson 2003).  In addition, some distinct patterns of influence usage, such as a high 
degree of indirect influence usage, is also probable in this specific culture where people 
avoid confrontation, instead of “talking it out”; these characteristics will eventually 
contribute a new perspective into the research in this area.   
As for operational benefits, there are several reasons to conduct this study in 
Thailand:  (1) the respondents in Thailand are not as apathetic toward surveys as are 
respondents in the United States, and a better response rate is expected assuming all 
survey-handling steps proposed by Dillman (2000) are followed;  (2) the cost of 
conducting research should be lower in terms of mailing, printing materials, telephone 
calls, and the labor required to manipulate the data; (3) the need for testing the existing 
framework in a cross-industry context.   
The importance of the last reason stems from the fact that traditional research tries 
to use the industry context to achieve dependency and reflect power asymmetry.  So far, 
most research is conducted in a franchise setting and in the context of an oligopoly such 
as the automobile industry, breweries, and heavy machinery manufacturers (Wilkinson 
2001).  In the franchise setting, high collaboration and high dependency are the accepted 
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conditions.  Therefore, the result not only reflects a high dependence setting, but also, 
among high dependence settings themselves, displays a low degree of industry variation.  
Frazier and Rody (1991) pointed out the need for study (especially field study) of the 
influence phenomenon in other dependence settings. They found that the phenomenon is 
more interactive in the moderate dependency level, but yields more useful insight into the 
managerial aspect.  They claim that in the high dependency environment, the impact of 
power use does not demonstrate real consequences because the target firm has no better 
option to utilize.  However, in the lower level of dependency, both target firm and source 
firm are more aggressive, which means the result is more uncertain and needs more 
attention in terms of the implementation of power.   
This dissertation is conducted in the food and chemistry industry in Thailand.  
Based on the number of companies in industries and the nature of competition, these two 
industries reflect the mixed power/dependence structures in business relationships.  The 
subject firms are randomly selected.  Its findings may provide insight regarding the 
difference in industry settings.  
 
RESEARCH PURPOSE 
The overall objective of this study is to go beyond the conflict-power constructs 
and examine the effect of inter-organizational influence on relationship satisfaction from 
the target firm perspective.  Drawing upon the available literature, a conceptual model of 
the process of inter-organizational influence is developed.  Selected relationships within 
this conceptual model are tested in order to partially evaluate the efficacy of the model.  
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A variety of marketing, sociology, psychology, political science, organizational behavior, 
and logistics literature were utilized as antecedent justification for the research.  Specific 
relationships between key constructs within this process are examined in the study.  
Wherever possible, relationships are studied in a multiple dyadic exchange environment 
through the implementation of cross dyadic measures.  More specifically, the research 
objectives of the study are: 
1. To empirically test the role of inter-organizational influence on target firm 
relationship satisfaction.  
2. To integrate indirect influence into the inter-organizational influence-
satisfaction model. 
3. To empirically test existing scales in inter-organizational influence, 
satisfaction, and the new indirect influence scale. 
4. To empirically test previously established concepts in the business context 
of Thailand.  
 
DISSERTATION ORGANIZATION 
This dissertation is divided into five chapters.  Chapter 1, Introduction; Chapter 2, 
Literature Review; Chapter 3, Research Methodology; Chapter 4, Discussion of Results; 
and Chapter 5, Conclusions. 
Chapter 1 serves to introduce the impetus for studying the phenomenon of inter-
organizational influence and its affect on target firm relationship satisfaction.  The 
chapter also provides a brief overview of the theoretical basis for the research, the 
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research objectives, the potential contributions expected from this research, and an 
outline of the organization of this dissertation. 
Chapter 2 provides the information used to build the theory for this dissertation 
based on a literature review.  The chapter also presents the research hypotheses tested as 
part of this dissertation.  It is divided into six major sections: 1) the introduction; 2) the 
organizing framework of the literature review; 3) influence antecedents such as conflict, 
power, and dependence; 4) inter-organizational influence; 5) satisfaction on inter-
organizational relationship; and 6) the proposed model and summary of research 
hypotheses. 
Chapter 3 discusses the methodology used to test the model and associated 
hypotheses.  Included are discussions of the research design, measurement development 
and purification, data collection and data analysis procedures. 
Chapter 4 will explain the data analyses and the results of hypotheses testing.  A 
comprehensive evaluation of the final sample data is provided, including: sample 
response rate, demographics, descriptive statistics, and non-response bias.  Reliability and 
construct validity are tested, using the final sample data, for each of the constructs in the 
magnitude-value structural equation model (RSSEM).  Finally, the RSSEM is evaluated 
and the results of the hypotheses testing presented. 
Chapter 5 will present conclusions and implications of the results of the 
hypotheses testing.  In addition, the dissertation’s theoretical and managerial 
contributions and limitations are discussed.  Finally, suggestions for future research are 
considered. 
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CHAPTER  2: LITERATURE REVIEW: INTER-
ORGANIZATIONAL INFLUENCE AND RELATIONSHIP 
SATISFACTION 
 
Chapter 2 provides the information used to build the theory for this dissertation 
based on a literature review.  This chapter is structured into five major sections: (1) the 
introduction and the organizing framework of the literature review; (2) conflict, 
dependence, and power as the antecedent of influence; (4) inter-organizational influence 
and related issues (e.g. influence classification, measurement); (5) relationship 
satisfaction and related issues (e.g. dimension of satisfaction, measurement, etc.) 
 
INTRODUCTION 
The effective coordination and maintenance of inter-organizational exchange 
relationships are of extreme importance to business practitioners.  Today, markets are 
becoming “increasingly domesticated” as exchanges of products, services and 
information are occurring on a long-term basis relative to the past (Arndt 1979).  Rather 
than terminate existing relationships when problems arise, firms attempt to resolve their 
differences and problems, and work together to achieve increased levels of coordination 
and cooperation (Frazier and Sheth 1985). 
Since the 1960s, research in marketing channels literature has provided some 
insights into the ways on-going channel relationships can be effectively maintained and 
coordinated.  During mid-1960s through the early 1980s, most research had been focused 
on the constructs of power and conflict, not on alternative influence processes or 
communication strategies (Reve and Stern 1979). Starting in the mid-1980s, influence 
   
 42
research gained more attention as a use of power.  During this time, the study of inter-
organizational relationships was broadly based in research conducted in the areas of 
power, influence, conflict, and conflict aftermath satisfaction (Gundlach 1987; Kale 
1986).  A synthesis and evaluation of the major concepts in these areas is presented in 
this chapter.  Previous research provides a foundation for the development of research 
issues for this dissertation and is presented based on the framework structure.  First, 
conflict, power, and dependence will be described as an antecedent in influence research 
and will be presented and discussed.  Second, inter-organizational influence and its 
related issues are investigated and discussed.  Third, the discussion of influence 
satisfaction will be concluded.  The interaction between inter-organizational influence 
and relationship satisfaction will be discussed in Chapter 3.   
 
CONFLICT RESEARCH 
Although this study does not focus on the phenomenon of conflict, it is discussed 
briefly as an antecedent of the use of power.  Solving conflict is the essence of using 
power.  Conflict is viewed as a phenomenon that occurs between two parties when, at 
least, one of the parties considers that his/her behaviors or views do not match with the 
other party (Thomas 1992).  Conflict takes place when one party, at least, perceives that 
the other party has affected or has the potential to affect the interest of the second party 
(Thomas 1976).  Two main points are discussed regarding conflict.  First, what is conflict 
in channels research?  Second, what are the outcomes of conflict?  The process view also 
includes discussion of the outcome of conflict.  It is important to recognize the different 
stages of conflict because it will have an impact on the use of power.  
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Within the marketing discipline, conflict was first introduced in the channels 
research area in the 1960s.  Assael (1968) recognizes conflict in distribution systems as 
an inherent occurrence when independent firms are put into an inter-dependence 
situation.  According to Assael, this interdependence may result in both cooperation and 
conflict, the latter due to different economic goals and ideological motives.  Stern and 
Heskett (1969) observe that conflict is an outcome of the inherent dependency of system 
components, arising when one member impedes the aims of another.  Etgar (1979) also 
accepts the outcome perspective, defining conflict as occurring “when a component 
perceives the behavior of another component to be impeding the attainment of its goals or 
the effective performance of its instrumented patterns.”  Stern and El-Ansary (1988) 
define the conflict as a situation in which one channel member perceives another channel 
member to be engaged in behavior that is preventing or impeding him/her from achieving 
his/her goals.  Finally, with regard to the development of conflict, Gaski (1984) 
comments that the consensus definition of conflict appears to be  the perception on the 
part of a channel member that goal attainment is being impeded by another, resulting in 
stress or tension. 
The view of conflict as an antecedent of power is generally accepted in the 
literature.  This process view of conflict has been illustrated through frameworks 
developed in intra-organizational literature by Pondy (1967) and Thomas (1976), and also 
in the marketing channel literature by Lusch (1976), and Cadotte and Stern (1979). 
A common practice in conflict research has been to separate conflict into two or 
more categories of phenomena, representing behavioral and psychological dimensions 
(Gaski 1984).  The behavioral dimension refers to overt actions while the psychological 
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dimension refers to perceptions.  According to Brown and Day (1981), the process 
approach described above originated in the study of intra-organizational relations. 
Several conceptual frameworks of this dynamic process have been developed.  
The work of Pondy  (1967) provides the foundation for other influence research. 
Concerning the multiple phase of conflict, Pondy describes five “stages” of conflict: 
(1) Latent conflict — underlying sources of conflict 
(2) Perceived conflict — perception only, when no conditions of latent 
conflict exist 
(3) Felt conflict — tension, anxiety, disaffection in addition to the perception 
(4) Manifest conflict — a behavior that blocks another’s goal achievement 
(5) Conflict aftermath — post-conflict conduct, either resolution or 
suppression  
In the channel context, Cadotte and Stern (1979) have developed a process 
framework  concerning conflict interaction between channel organizations. This 
framework specifies a conflict potential-conflict perception-resultant force-conflict 
aftermath process that is influenced by the dependence (power) held by both channel 
members.  In regard to these frameworks, Gaski (1984) has observed that while each 
conceptualization of the conflict process may be independent schemata, each suggests the 
same underlying psychological/behavioral process. Brown and Day (1981) also support 
this proposition by  asserting  that manifest conflict (i.e. behavioral) is present when the 
parties engage in behaviors for coping with conflict. Alternatively, the stages that precede 
this state make up the psychological dimension of conflict. 
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What are the outcomes of conflict?  The conflict outcomes refer to the aftermath 
of the conflict process.  In other words, events that occur because of conflict are the 
outcomes of conflict.  The nature of conflict-induced behavioral changes determines 
whether a given conflict situation is functional (i.e. beneficial) or dysfunctional.  For 
functional outcomes, conflict may have positive constructive consequences and benefit 
overall channel performance (Stern, Sternthal, and Craig 1973; Reve and Stern 1979 
Eliasberg and Michie 1984, Stern, Sternthal, and Craig 1973; Eliasberg and Michie 
1984).  According to Eliasberg and Michie (1984), conflict may benefit performance if 
(1) moderate levels of conflict are not considered a cost by channel members, (2) 
divergent views produce ideas of better quality, and (3) any aggression in the situation is 
not irrational or destructive.  Eckert (1999) used the social conflict theory proposed by 
Cosar (1967), which stated constructive conflict will promote a healthy relationship. 
Although Eckert’s results did not support Corsar’s idea, the logic of conflict as a way to 
release tension in relationship is viable.  Corsar’s statement may be true under the 
premise that the solution of that conflict has to lead to the functional outcome; otherwise, 
the unsolved conflict will hurt the relationship (Thomas 1976).  
When channel conflict inhibits or produces negative effects on the overall channel 
systems performance, it is termed dysfunctional (Assael 1968). The majority of attention 
to conflict outcomes has been focused on dysfunctional outcomes.  While certain levels 
of conflict may benefit overall channel systems performance, an excessive amount of 
conflict, or even a lack of conflict, may be detrimental to the systems performance 
(Assael 1968). Lusch (1976) has suggested in situations of unbalanced power, such as 
that found in a franchiser/franchise relationships, conflict may affect performance 
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negatively. Ultimately, if the conflict markedly restricts or precludes effective 
performance, the channel may terminate itself (Cadotte and Stern 1979; Eliasberg and 
Michie 1984).   
Regarding the management of dysfunctional outcomes produced by conflict, 
several researchers have suggested that a better understanding and management of the 
channel conflict process should lead to a reduction of dysfunctional conflict and thereby 
improve overall channel system performance (Robbins, Speh, and Mayer 1982). 
Bounding (1964) has suggested the need to identify the level of hostility above which 
conflict processes will be malignant (all system members are worse off) and below which 
they will be benign (all system members increase their welfare). Finally, Thomas (1976) 
observed that the goal of conflict management has been variously stated as keeping 
conflicts productive or at least not destructive, or as keeping conflicts creative and useful.   
From a managerial perspective, each type of conflict seems to require a different 
approach in order to reach a resolution.  Interestingly, manifest conflict is most frequently 
mentioned in power research.  Latent conflict has be reported to some extent; for 
example, Frazier and Rody (1991) report that latent conflict is a difficult type with which 
to deal because of its tendency to provide negative surprise.   
 
 
POWER RESEARCH 
From the original conceptual model proposed by Cadotte and Stern (1979), the 
study simply says conflict happens, and then power is used to solve that conflict.  Power 
is integral inter-organizational influence phenomenon because influence is simply 
defined as “the use of power” (Gaski 1996).  According to the early definitions, Frazier 
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(1979) suggests a theme of potential influence or control of behavior as the basis of 
power.  Gaski (1984) contends that power is the ability to get someone to do something 
he or she would not have done. By analyzing different existing definitions of power in 
marketing, the theme of “ability to change behavior” by “influence/control” on “decision 
activities” appears repeatedly.  This theme seems to hold up across contexts; therefore, 
the definition of power as “the ability of one individual or group to control or influence 
the behavior or another” (Hunt and Nevin 1974; Lusch and Brown 1982) is adopted for 
use in this dissertation.   
Nevertheless, these definitions identify and imply the need to distinguish between 
the possession of power and its use: the use of power differs from its potential use.  As 
Frazier (1983) suggests that a firm can have power without the behavior of another and 
decide not to use it; this differs from actually imposing power or change on the other 
party. The various forms of potential power include: (1) the sources of power, and (2) the 
uses of power.  A discussion of the sources of power will follow.  The actual use of 
power or power application is discussed in the inter-organizational influence section. 
Power source or power base concept relates to influence strategy direction.  
Different power sources need different means to be effective.  Empirical research about 
fitting power source and influence strategy is rare.  However, influence strategy literally 
links with each power source based on the meaning.  The acceptance and use of the 
bases/sources of power in marketing channels research has been exhaustive.  Several 
researchers have replicated French and Raven’s taxonomy while others have redefined or 
further conceptualized the sociology-based framework to increase compatibility with the 
channel context.  French and Raven were among the first to explore inter-personal power 
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research in the development of the bases of power or the sources of power.  These bases 
examine the perceived reasons for why one party may hold authority over another 
(French and Raven 1959). Based on the work of French and Raven (1959), Beier and 
Stern (1969) isolate five sources of power: 
 1) Reward — A’s ability to mediate rewards to B  
2) Coercive — A’s ability to punish B   
3) Legitimate — The perceived right of A to dictate to B  
4) Expert — Superior knowledge or insight attributed to A by B 
5) Referent — B’s desire to share the attractiveness of A 
There is some variation of power source besides these original five bases such as, 
information power (Raven and Kruglanski 1970) ecological control or manipulation 
(Tedeschi, Schlenker, and Bonoma 1973) and reinforcement power (Brown , Lusch and 
Nicholson 1995).   However, those variations appear as a combination of the five original 
bases.  For example, reinforcement power is a combination between legal legitimate and 
reward.  The five sources of power seem, to date, to be the dominant paradigm in channel 
power theory and are utilized in many research endeavors (Beier and Stern 1969; Hunt 
and Nevin 1974; Lusch 1976; Etgar 1978; Lusch and Brown 1982; Gaski 1984; Dwyer 
and Welsh 1985). Although reward and coercive power remain the most transparent and 
widely recognized power bases, other power bases may also retain a prominent role in the 
supply chain.   
It is important to mention power dichotomy because the same dichotomy system 
also applies in other influence research. There are several power dichotomies that exist in 
the literature.  For example, criteria coercive/non-coercive (Hunt and Nevin 1974),  
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direct/indirect outcome control (Kasulis, Spekman, and Bagozzi 1979)  contingent/non 
contingent  (John 1984), exercised/unexercised (Gaski and Nevin 1985), mediated/non-
mediated  (Johnson, Koenig, and Brown 1985).  All five power bases are dichotomized 
with different criteria.  The criterion is based on “power implementation” such as 
coercive/non-coercive and mediated /non-mediated, and has been adopted to use in 
influence dichotomy (Frazier and Summers 1984; Bandyopadhyay and Robicheaux 
1998).   
 
DEPENDENCE RESEARCH 
Although this dissertation will not focus on dependence, dependence is worth 
discussion here because this construct is widely used in previous research as a proxy 
measurement of power.  For example; economic dependence can be recognized as an 
environmental determinant factor (Kim and Frazier 1996). This study recognizes the 
importance of dependence as an external factor; therefore, only interrogational influence 
related issue is briefly discussed here.  
Why does dependence play important role in influence research?  First, several 
studies based their theoretical foundation on Dependence Theory as introduced by 
Emerson (1962).  Second, dependence helps create a power asymmetry situation, wherein 
the power phenomenon will be easily observed.  From the economic standpoint, power 
symmetry is comparable to equilibrium in economics, and as such the interaction will 
more than likely happen at a stage of imbalance.  From the psychological standpoint, 
Triandis  (1995) supports that a firm with inferior status will tend to change behavior 
when a superior firm influences it.  
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The concept of a dependency relationship is central to the understanding of 
power, and it is sometimes mentioned as the determinant of power.  Sociological 
literature, such as the work of Cartwright (1959) and Emerson (1962), contributes 
significantly to the theoretical foundation in this area. Cartwright (1959) suggests that the 
power of A over B depends, in part, upon the acts which A can perform and that power is 
a relationship between two individual, not an absolute attribute of a single individual. 
Similarly, Emerson (1962) has suggested that the dependence of one party on another 
provides the basis for the power of the other; or restated, the power of A over B is equal 
to, and based upon the dependence of B upon A. 
Based upon the earlier work of Emerson, El-Ansary (1975) observed that the 
functional determinants of dependence in a distribution channel context vary from the 
functional determinants suggested by Emerson. Revising the Emerson classification, El-
Ansary suggests two generic types of dependence determinants:  the first determinant 
includes goals mediated, and the number of alternative outside firms available; the 
second includes cost alternatives and motivational investment or commitment to 
marketing mix programs covering all aspects of a marketing program.   
 Cadotte and Stern (1979) defined the potential power of a channel member as 
equal to, and based upon, the dependence of an organization on the channel member. 
According to the authors, “the dependence of channel member A upon channel member 
B is directly proportional to B’s net contribution to A’s current level of goal attainment 
and inversely proportional to the number and viability of A’s alternatives for goal 
attainment” (Cadotte and Stern 1979). 
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Most influence research has been conducted in a high-dependence context for the 
reason of clear observation from power asymmetry; the whole power research area 
sacrificed this clarity for generalization.  Although dependence is a preferred setting in 
the power study, several confounds can be found logically.  Most results reflect the power 
phenomenon from a narrow perspective of a high-dependence setting.  Wilkinson, (1979) 
through cross-context studies using critical incidents, found that the power phenomenon 
acts differently in different levels of dependence. Kim and Frazier (1996) supported the 
same result; they further conceptually define the “environmental factor” based on 
different level of dependence. Frazier and Rody (1991) conducted their research in a 
moderate dependence context and found better results in term of interaction within the 
dyad. Dependence created a quasi-experimental effect in power study.   
 
INTER-ORGANIZATIONAL INFLUENCE RESEARCH 
Research in this area is critical to the body of knowledge; research provides a 
guideline for planning and negotiating for role and reward adjustments, which are 
essential facets of adaptive channel systems.  In addition, the research recognizes that 
channel conditions may constrain the nature of communication between members.  
Finally, research also considers that the attitudes, morale, and system performance of 
channel member are determined, in part, by type and amount of influence applied by the 
business partners (Frazier 1983). 
The need for firms to develop and apply power effectively in distribution channel 
relationships has been a major theme in channels literature for many years (Beier and 
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Stern 1969; Stern, Sternthal, and Craig 1973; Frazier 1984). Empirical research relating 
to the power construct has been conducted since the early 1970s (El-Ansary and Stem 
1972; Hunt and Nevin 1974; Lusch 1976). This area of research responds to the premise 
that the use of power should be distinguished from power sources or bases—a firm can 
possess power without using it because the origin of power is not the same as its use 
(Gaski and Nevin 1985).  An alternative way to conceptualize use of power is introduced 
in influence research (Frazier 1983). For example, distinguishing between coercive and 
non-coercive influence strategies (Frazier and Rody 1991).  In Frazier’s work, the terms 
“coercive” and “non-coercive” do not refer to the base of power used, but rather to the 
effect of the strategy.  
This section presents the research foundations of marketing channel influence 
strategies by: (1) presenting existing definitions of inter-organizational influence; (2) 
presenting major concepts composing the foundations of marketing channel influence 
strategy research; and (3) discussion of these concepts. 
 
INFLUENCE RESEARCH DEVELOPMENT 
In the early 1970s, El-Ansary and Stern (1972) introduced constructs of power 
sources in channels literature as a means of explaining the dynamics of marketing 
exchange relationships.  Power sources represent the abilities of one party to mete out 
punishment or reward to another party.  Since that time, many marketing researchers 
have embraced these constructs in their explorations of channel relationships (Hunt and 
Nevin 1974; Etgar 1976b; Wilkinson 1979; Sibley and Michie 1981; Lusch and Brown 
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1982; Gaski 1996). Understanding the source of power is important, but using it 
effectively is also critical (Gaski and Nevin 1985).   
In the mid 1980s, another stream of research emerged, focusing on the use of 
power (influence strategies) as explanatory variables in channel power and control issues.  
This area of channels research has been well-developed and researchers in this effort 
have made substantial contributions to channels literature (Frazier 1983; Frazier 1984; 
Kale 1986; Boyle et al. 1992). Influence strategy research focuses on the use of various 
communication/ behavioral strategies by one party to affect the behavior of another party. 
Within the business context, the development of influence strategy frameworks 
has been advanced in three areas.  The first area is intra-organizational influence strategy 
(Gemmill and Wilemon 1972; Venkatesh and Wilemon 1976).  Each strategy framework 
has attempted to categorize the various strategies implemented by personnel in their 
attempts to “get their way” with other members of the same organization.  These 
frameworks have served as a foundation for developing of frameworks for inter-
organizational influence strategies (Gundlach 1987). 
The second area is inter-organizational interaction from an inter-personal 
perspective.  In addition to intra-organizational frameworks, several researchers have 
examined and attempted to classify the variety of compliance- gaining techniques utilized 
in the buyer-seller interaction process.  This process, while inter-organizational in nature, 
views this interaction from an inter-personal perspective.  This is in contrast to the inter-
organizational influence perspective taken in this study, which views interaction from a 
total organization perspective.  Frameworks developed for the buyer-seller interaction 
process include frameworks introduced by Capon and Swasy (1977), Angelmar and Stern 
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(1978), and Weitz (1981). In each of these frameworks the authors have attempted to 
categorize the various strategies utilized by buyers and sellers in order to “get their way” 
in the process of exchange.  These frameworks have served as a foundation for the 
development of influence strategy frameworks for inter-organizational influence as 
viewed from the perspective of inter-group interaction (Gundlach 1987). 
The third area of development of strategy frameworks has been in the area of 
inter-organizational interaction from an inter-group perspective.  These frameworks have 
attempted to classify the strategies implemented by the personnel of one organization in 
order to “get their way” with another organization (Gundlach 1987). These frameworks 
vary with regard to their extensive classification of influence strategies.  Classifications, 
ranging from simple partitioning attempts to more sophisticated frameworks, can be 
found in the literature.  More elaborate frameworks have also been developed, including 
frameworks developed by Brown and Frazier (1978), a refinement by Frazier and 
Summers (1986), and a framework developed by Frazier and Sheth (1985).  
 
DEFINITIONS OF INFLUENCE STRATEGY 
The definition from Frazier and Summers (1984) has been widely accepted as a 
foundation of influence strategies in marketing channels research (Gundlach 1987; Boyle 
et al. 1992).  Influence strategies are defined as the various means and methods available 
to an organization to apply power in a channel relationship.  
The term "communication influence strategies" refers to the structure and content 
of communications used by boundary personnel in a "source" firm, which are intended to 
change behaviors in a channel partner, such as the "target" firm (Frazier and Rody 1991; 
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Boyle et al. 1992). As mentioned in chapter I, this study will focus on influence 
communication strategy, not influence action strategy.  These behavior strategies differ 
from communication strategies in their influence process nature.  As Frazier and Sheth 
(1985) point out that reward and punishment strategies are nonverbal.  In the sense, no 
prior notice is given or request made before the reward (punishment) is given.  Examples 
of reward behavior strategies include providing advertising support, training personnel, 
giving inventory rebates, rendering pricing assistance, and granting favors  (Gaski and 
Nevin 1985).  Examples of punishment behavior strategies include refusing to sell, 
purposely delaying delivery, taking legal action, and delivering unwanted products 
(Gaski and Nevin 1985). Behavior strategies include behaviors or actions on the part of 
the source organization directed at the target organization such as reward and punishment 
(Frazier and Sheth 1985). 
The earliest conceptual definitions of influence originate in literature outside the 
marketing area.  Influence has been addressed in the literature of sociology, psychology, 
and organizational behavior.  Research conducted in these areas has examined the 
strategies and tactics of influence used by people in various social settings.  This research 
has examined the influence strategies and tactics reported by students, friends, parents, 
lovers, married couples, employees, co-workers and subordinates (Wilkinson 1979).  
According to Wilkinson and Kipnis (1978), the consensus definition developed for 
influence tactics or strategies has been, “how people get their way with others.” This 
definition and variations of it, serve as the basis for the development of influence 
strategies in the marketing channels area. 
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In the marketing context, according to Frazier and Summers (1986), the 
definitional development of influence and influence strategies as a construct in the 
marketing channel context has been overshadowed by research into the dynamics of 
channel behavior (i.e. power and conflict). While much has been written on the topic of 
influence, this literature has tended to stress the sources of power and the possession of 
power rather than the means and methods of applying power (Wilkinson and Kipnis 
1978).  As Frazier and Summers (1984; 1986) point out, “the frequent failure of authors 
to carefully distinguish between the possession of power (including its sources and bases) 
and the use of power (including the manner in which it is used i.e. influence strategies) 
may be due in part to the popularity of French and Raven’s (1959) bases of power 
theory.”  These bases of power (i.e. reward, coercive, legitimate, referent, and expert) 
appear to suggest influence strategies.  
The distinction between the possession and the use of power helps develop 
consistent definitions of influence strategies (Gundlach 1987). The most comprehensive 
of these definitions is offered by Wilkinson and Kipnis (1978) who describe influence 
tactics as methods organizations use “to get their way” with other organizations. Frazier 
(1983) defined an influence strategy as “a means or method of communication utilized by 
a firm’s boundary personnel in applying its power.” Frazier and Sheth (1985) also 
suggest a similar definition:  influence processes and communications are mechanisms 
(or operations) “available to a firm’s personnel in seeking the adoption and 
implementation of distribution channel programs.”  Similar definitions are outlined by 
Frazier (1979), Frazier and Summers (1986),  Gaski (1986), and Kale (1986). For 
example, Kale (1986) notes, “the means and methods used to attain influence on 
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another’s behavior and/or decision making.” Therefore, in this study, “influence 
strategies” refers to the structure and content of communications, implemented by 
boundary personnel in a "source" firm, which are intended to change behaviors in a 
channel partner, or the "target" firm (Frazier and Rody 1991; Boyle et al. 1992).    
 
INTER-ORGANIZATIONAL INFLUENCE COMMUNICATION STRATEGIES 
CONSTRUCT 
    The study of influence strategies in a channel of distribution focuses primarily 
on what influence strategy is used by one firm to cause another firm to behave in a 
certain way (Brown, Lusch, and Muehling 1983; Frazier 1983; Frazier and Summers 
1984; Frazier and Summers 1986; Gaski 1986; Gundlach 1987; Boyle et al. 1992). The 
effect of an influence attempt is twofold: (1) a level of achieved influence with regard to 
the target element, and (2) a change in the perception of affective conflict on the part of 
the target organization.  Depending upon the influence strategy chosen and other factors, 
the outcome relating to achieved influence may be a changed attitude and/or behavior or 
reinforcement of a behavior or attitude (Frazier 1984). The outcome, relative to the 
perception of conflict, may be an increase, decrease or no change depending on the 
influence strategy implemented (Gaski and Nevin 1985).  
Several works have appeared in recent channels literature drawing on 
communications theory to illustrate the manner in which communications take place in 
channel relationships (e.g., Mohr and Nevin, 1990; Boyle et al., 1992).  Various authors 
have offered perspectives on the different functional contributions communications can 
make in the mechanism of marketing channels (e.g. Guiltinan, Rejab, and Rodgers 1980; 
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Frazier and Summers 1984; Gaski 1984; Anderson and Weitz 1992).  Anderson and 
Narus (1990) suggested that communication plays a significant role in fostering 
confidence in the continuity of the relationship and works to reduce any level of 
dysfunctional conflict.  In their examination of the use of pledges in distribution 
channels, Anderson and Weitz (1992) found that open two-way communications 
represent more benefits to the parties to a relationship through the encouragement of 
higher levels of commitment to the relationship from both parties.  Furthermore, they 
noted that both manufacturers and distributors are significantly more committed to 
relationships in which they perceive a higher level of open communications at work 
within the relationship.  Emphasizing the importance that should be placed on the study 
of communications in the channels, Mohr and Nevin (1990) propose communications to 
actually be the glue that holds together a channel of communication.  Drawing from both 
communications theorists and the organizational theory literature, they follow Krone et 
al. (1987) in adopting a mechanistic perspective on communications as a transition 
process through a channel.  
 
Interorganizational Influence Communication Strategy Theoretical Construct 
Drawing on influence strategies proposed by Frazier and his co-authors (1984, 
1985, 1986, 1989, and 1991), and the work of Mohr and Nevin (1990) in specifically 
addressing communication frequency and content, Boyle et al. (1992) developed a 
classification scheme for the use of influence strategies in various channel structures.   
Although influence communication strategy is founded on communication theory, 
it still narrowly focuses on dyadic communication, which concentrates on only one 
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sender—the source firm, to the message receiver—the target firm.  This assumes that 
business consists of multiple dyads and communication among dyads is more than likely 
to occur.  This study will elaborate more on multiple senders to one focal receiver 
wherein the focal target firm also receives communication from the other target firm 
regarding the source firm’s use of influence.  Therefore, the term “indirect influence” is 
developed to capture the phenomenon when a target firm perceives the source firm 
influence through another target firm.  Indirect influence is defined as the communication 
that a target firm has with other target firms who experience the use of power from the 
same source firm.  Firms may be affected by communication between other firms 
concerning their interests.  In this situation, the subject firm may not be able to control 
communication between two other parties. 
 In using direct influence communication strategy, the source firm communicates 
directly with the target firm, which is prevalent in most traditional power-influence 
research that implements a dyadic approach to study this phenomenon.  The most widely 
used inter-firm communication influence strategies in marketing channels are proposed 
by Frazier and Summers (1984) based on the concept of exercised power sources 
described earlier.  Six different influence strategies are identified (Frazier and Summers 
1984; 1986; Frazier and Rody 1991; Boyle, Dwyer and Oh 1990; Boyle et al. 1992; 
Bandyopadhyay and Robicheaux 1998).  All six traditional influence strategies and 
variations, which this study defines as direct influence communication strategy, are 
presented in Table 2-1.  
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    Table 2-1 Variation of Influence Communication Strategies from Previous Research 
          
Influence Strategies 
used in this study 
(Frazier and Summers 
1984,1986) 
(Kale 1986,1989) 
(Frazier and Rody 
1991) 
(Boyle et al. 1992) 
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Robicheaux 1998) 
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Non-coercive 
Communication 
7. Negative 
normative 
Direct, 
Unmediated 
Strategies 
Coercive 
Communication 
8. Warnings N/A N/A 
3. Recommendation 
9. Recommendatio
ns 
 N
on
-a
ct
io
n-
or
ie
nt
ed
 in
flu
en
ce
 
 
Direct Unmediated
Strategies 
Direct, 
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11. Personal pleas N/A N/A 
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N/A N/A 
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  Frequency refers to the amount of communication that takes place between 
entities.  Direction of communication addresses the movement of communications and In 
tithe patterns of contact, which take place between or within organizations.  The modality 
facet of communication in the Mohr and Nevin model addresses the method used to 
transmit the communication.  The last facet Mohr and Nevin explore, content, refers to 
what is being communicated, or the actual message being transmitted.  This facet ties in 
directly with the formation of influence strategies proposed by Frazier and Summers 
(1984), and expanded on by Frazier and Sheth (1985).  The influence strategies construct 
utilized here asserts that the content of communication may be direct (designed to change 
the other party's behaviors), or indirect (designed to change the other party's beliefs and 
attitudes about the intended behavior).  
 
 Interorganizational Influence Communication Strategy Operational Construct 
 
In this study, frequency is ascertained by asking the question, “How often does 
the target firm perceive different types of influence?”  Direction facet is not a concern 
here because the focal phenomenon is investigated at one side—the focal target firm.  
Modality and content are used to arrange the concept into three groups: action-oriented 
direct influence, non-action-oriented direct influence, and indirect influence (non-action-
oriented indirect influence).  Based on the content facet, all seven influence strategies can 
be divided into two categories: action-oriented and non-action-oriented.  The non-action-
oriented category can be further separated into direct/indirect mode of receiving influence 
messages based on modality.  If the focal target firm perceives influence from the source 
firm directly, that mode is considered direct.  If the focal target firm perceives influence 
   
 62
from other target firms, it is considered indirect.  Each influence strategy is discussed in 
details in the following section.  
 
 INDIRECT INFLUENCE COMMUNICATION  
The source firm does not directly perform indirect influence communication 
strategy, and the source firm does not have control over the message carrier.  This 
phenomenon is comparable to the word-of-mouth (WOM).  File, Judd, and Prince (1992) 
define WOM as recommending the firm and the service to others as well as 
communication with the firm. In fact, in many instances WOM appears to be the major 
source of information that people use (Gremler 1994) in dealing with high-risk decisions 
such as service purchasing.  It is important to note that WOM research treats negative and 
positive messages differently.  Based on the literature review, the WOM construct 
appears to consist of several dimensions, or domains.  One dimension is enthusiasm, 
which includes frequency, that is, how often the individual engages in WOM, and the 
number of contacts  (Reingen and Kernan 1986; Brown and Reingen 1987; Anderson 
1998).  A second aspect is detail, or how much is said (Bone 1992).  The third aspect is 
praise, or the endorsement of the WOM communication (Burzyski and Bayer 1977; Swan 
and Oliver 1989; Singh 1990; Herr, Kardes, and Kim 1991).  
Walker (2001) integrated all three dimensions and proposed two more practical 
dimensions: WOM activity and WOM content.  Word of mouth activity includes aspects 
of frequency and enthusiasm, while WOM content consists of both negative (warning) 
and positive (praise) messages.  These two dimensions align with the four dimensions—
frequency, direction, modality, and content—in communication approach proposed by 
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Mohr and Nevin (1990), which is the foundation of direct influence strategy.  Frequency, 
direction, and modality are comparable to WOM activity.  The contents in both WOM 
and communication are similar.  The message may involve an attitude or story about a 
source firm’s influence.  It can be either negative or positive toward the source firm.   
Thus, indirect influence is defined as communication that the focal target firm 
received from a target firm familiar with the source firm’s influence.  The message may 
contain the attitude (e.g. opinion), or story regarding the influence process or the outcome 
of the influence process.  The message can contain either positive WOM or negative 
WOM.   
Based on this definition and construct dimensions, the new indirect influence 
scale developed in this study consists of “indirect influence activity” and indirect 
influence content (negative story and positive story).  The focal firm will evaluate this 
new scale by establishing how often it perceived those dimensions in other target firms. 
 
Non-action Oriented Direct Communication 
Non-action-oriented direct communications are those strategies, which a source 
firm does not specify what action consequence the focal target firm will be subjected to if 
it does not comply.  The communication can involve either verbal or written messages 
directly from the source firm to the target firm.  It happens in the intra-dyadic setting, 
where the source firm intentionally directs communication toward the specific target 
firm.  The following communication strategies and variations have been identified from 
previous research (Frazier and Sheth 1985; Gaski 1986; Gundlach 1987; Frazier and 
Rody 1991; Boyle et al. 1992). 
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Information exchange — communication/discussion of business issues relating to 
the target organization’s behavior or attitudes in which information or opinions are 
presented by the source organization.  The variations of information exchange strategy 
existing in previous literature are modeling, information control, and information 
persuasion:  
- Modeling — using examples of the possible outcome of some event to 
provide a target firm an idea about possible consequences. 
- Information control — unobtrusive management of the information 
environment. 
- Information persuasion — information and/or opinions in the form of a 
persuasive argument in an effort to gain target firm compliance. 
Recommendation — refers to communication in which the source organization 
suggests the target organization’s compliance.  Warning or negative recommendation is 
considered to be a type of request rather than a threat because there is no specific action 
prescribed for non-compliance behavior (Frazier and Sheth 1985). The variations of 
recommendation strategy existing in previous literature are positive normative and 
negative normative:  
- Positive normative — communication in which it is stated that conforming to 
the specific action requested would be consistent with channel norms, that is, a “good” or 
“loyal” channel member would conform. 
- Negative normative — communication in which it is stated that 
nonconformity to specific action requested would be in violation of channel norms, that is, 
a “bad” or “disloyal” channel member would not conform. 
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Request — communication in which the source organization asks for the target 
organization’s compliance; personal plea (Frazier and Sheth 1985) is a alternate term; the 
variation of request strategy is command. 
Command — communication in which the source organization tells the target 
organization to comply. 
 
Action Oriented Direct Communication 
Action-oriented direct communication is the strategy in which the source firm 
specifies the consequences the focal target firm can expect if the source firm’s wishes are 
met or not met.  Communication can involve either verbal or written messages made 
directly from the source firm to the target firm.  It happens in the intra-dyadic setting, 
where the source firm intentionally directs the communication toward the specific target 
firm.  The following communication strategies and the variations have been identified 
from previous research (Frazier and Sheth 1985; Gaski 1986; Gundlach 1987; Frazier and 
Rody 1991; Boyle et al. 1992). 
Legal plea —communication that cites legal, contractual, or informative 
agreements that either require or suggest the target firm comply with a certain action. 
Promises — communication in which it is stated that the target organization will 
gain future mediated benefits from the source organization for conforming to the specific 
action requested. 
Threats —  communication in which it is stated that negative sanctions will be 
applied to the target organization if the organization does not conform to the specific 
action requested; the variation of threat strategy existing in previous literature is demand.  
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Demand — communication to a target firm of the source firm’s requirement or 
insistence that forces the target firm to acquiesce on some issue. 
 
INFLUENCE MEASUREMENT ISSUE 
In this section, the following measurement issues pertaining to influence research 
in marketing channels will be reviewed and discussed: (1) general measurement issues 
(2) research setting, and (3) reliability and validity issues.  Literature contributing to the 
development of these issues will be presented. 
First, the measurement of influence strategies is a difficult task.  Several factors, 
inherent in the research process, contribute to this difficulty.  The generally accepted 
process of requiring the respondent to recall and classify influence strategies is one such 
factor.  This approach does not allow for the examination of influence strategies that are 
not recognized by the respondent as influence (i.e. implicit influence).  In addition, this 
process requires the respondent to classify influence strategies in pre-set frameworks.  
This may produce differing outcomes in that respondents may categorize specific 
influence strategies differently.  Finally, respondents may often find it difficult to 
differentiate between sets of strategies and therefore find it impossible to distinguish 
between the strategies being measured.  Keeping fewer distinct categories will help 
reduce the confusion.   
Attempts at measuring the application of the strategies contained in these 
frameworks has varied across the studies reviewed.  In most studies, the strategies have 
been measured by asking the respondent to recall the frequency of past instances in which 
the described strategies have been implemented.  This approach has been reported by 
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Frazier and Summers (1986), Kale (1986), Gaski and Nevin (1985), and Frazier and 
Summers (1986), Frazier and Rody (1991), Boyle et al (1992), Bandyopadhyay and 
Robicheaux (1998).  Alternative approaches used in previous research are: (1) 
classification and labeling of message content from which respondents in a laboratory 
setting were able to choose (Dwyer and Walker 1981); (2) classification of respondent 
recalled bargaining incidents between organizations in a field setting (Wilkinson and 
Kipnis 1978); and (3) content analysis of videotape in negotiation process (Roering 
1977).   
The only dimension of influence strategies measured in previous research has 
been the frequency of a given strategy occurring over a specified time period.  Alternate 
dimensions of influence strategies introduced by Gundlach (1987) might be measurement 
at: (1) intensity—the level of pressure or directness of the strategy; (2) instrumentality— 
the medium with which the strategy is transmitted to the target organization, and (3) 
behavior strategies—the quality of assistance or punishment (Gaski and Nevin 1985).  
Discussion regarding the appropriate dimension in classification will appear in the 
discussion section with a more systematic method of classifying influence strategies. 
Second, for a research setting, this study uses the field study approach to capture 
the phenomenon.  The scale will be adopted from Boyle, Dwyer and Oh (1990).  Like 
power research, two major research designs have been utilized in the study of influence 
strategies: the laboratory experiment study and field studies.  Roering (1977), Keith, 
Jackson and Crosby (1990), Gundlach and Cadotte (1994), and Dwyer and Walker (1980) 
report the use of laboratory channel environments in their studies.  These environments 
included an automobile simulation game developed by Roering (1977), and a mixed-
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motive bargaining game developed by Dwyer and Walker (1980).  Other studies have 
been conducted utilizing a field studies in various industry channels.  Frazier and 
Summers (1984; 1986), Boyle et al. (1992), Bandyopadhyay and Robicheaux (1998), and 
Hopkinson (2001) conducted research in the automobile channel.  Gaski (1986), Frazier 
and Rody (1991), and Gaski and Nevin (1985) report research conducted in the industrial 
heavy equipment industry.  Other reported field studies include the tungsten carbide tools 
industry in India (Kale, (1986); beer (Richardson, Swan, and Hutton 1995).  The 
approach most frequently used in the field studies has been the gathering of data through 
“key informants’ (i.e. social scientists obtain information about the organization under 
study through members who occupy such roles in order to be well informed) (Philips, 
1981).   
Third, assessment of the reliability and validity of the strategy measurements in 
the marketing channel context has varied.  The majority of scales employed for the 
measurement of influence strategies have been single item scales that preclude the 
assessment of reliability.  The evidence of validity that has been reported has pertained to 
the content validity of the measures (Gaski and Nevin, 1985; Frazier and Summers, 1986; 
Gaski, 1986).  More recent studies have been characterized by more extensive validity 
and reliability reporting (Frazier and Rody 1991; Boyle et al. 1992; Gundlach and 
Cadotte 1994; Venkatesh, Kohli, and Zaltman 1995). Unlike action-oriented influence, 
non-action-oriented influence seems to be more vulnerable to challenges of reliability and 
validity.  For example, information exchange does not exhibit better reliability relative to 
action-oriented items.  Recommendation and request show some degree of cross-loading 
in the scale with action-oriented strategy.  The detail is discussed in Chapter 3. 
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RELATIONSHIP SATISFACTION 
 
Channel member satisfaction is also deemed to be related to other important 
behaviors within the channel.  Hunt and Nevin (Hunt and Nevin 1974), for example, 
propose that channel member satisfaction will lead to: (1) higher morale (Schul, Little, 
and Pride 1985), (2) greater cooperation (Brown, Lusch, and Smith 1991), (3) fewer 
terminations of relationships (Dwyer 1980), (4) fewer individual and class action lawsuits 
(Hunt and Nevin 1974), and (5) reduced efforts to seek protective legislation.  Lusch 
(1976) suggests that satisfaction in the channel can reduce friction between parties, lower 
dysfunctional conflict, and increase channel efficiency.  Satisfaction seems to be related 
to the exercise of power in that the use of non-coercive sources tends to increase 
satisfaction, whereas the use of coercive sources serves to reduce satisfaction (Hunt and 
Nevin 1974; Michie and Roering 1978; Stern and Reve 1980).  In conclusion, channel 
member satisfaction has a key role in most of the important conceptual and empirical 
literature examined.  
This section presents the research foundations of marketing channel satisfaction 
by: (1) presenting existing definitions of inter-organizational relationship satisfaction in 
channel context; (2) presenting the major concepts composing the foundations of 
satisfaction research and the dimension of satisfaction constructs; and (3) presenting the 
measurement issue.  
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RELATIONSHIP SATISFACTION RESEARCH DEVELOPMENT 
During the past four decades, channel relationships have been an important area 
of research in marketing; empirical investigations have focused on predicting several rich 
and interesting constructs such as power use, conflict, satisfaction, opportunism, and, 
more recently, trust and commitment.  Marketing researchers have linked power sources 
and influence strategies to long-term exchange outcomes such as satisfaction, trust, and 
commitment (Hunt and Nevin 1974; Lusch 1976; Gaski and Nevin 1985; Anderson and 
Narus 1990; Mohr and Nevin 1990; Geyskens, Steenkamp, and Kumar 1999).  
Geyskens, Steenkamp, and Kumar (1999) conducted a meta-analysis of channel 
satisfaction.  They found that before the 1990s the role of satisfaction in responses to 
channel relationship problems received little attention (1994; 1999; Ping 2003) , although 
this has been an important theme in the history of organizational behavior research 
(Withey 1988; Farrell 2000).  
Until recently, the emphasis on relationship marketing has resulted in a 
downplaying of the darker side of channel relationships.  The discipline recognizes that 
problems and even dissolutions in long-term relationships are actually quite common 
(Ping 1994).  Satisfaction with the exchange relationship is a critical determinant of not 
only whether a channel member establishes an exchange relationship, but also more 
importantly whether that channel member continues a long-term relationship.  Various 
researchers then posit satisfaction as a focal consequence of channel relationships 
(Frazier 1983; Anderson and Narus 1990).  A considerable amount of attention has been 
paid to the construct of channel member satisfaction since the late 1980s.  
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  In addition, the political economy framework suggests that satisfaction is an 
important outcome of exchange relationships and is determined by antecedent variables 
such as power and communication strategies (Robicheaux and Coleman 1994).  Schul, 
Little and Pride (1985) define satisfaction as an affective response of individual channel 
members toward the salient aspects of the channel organization.  Satisfaction with an 
exchange partner’s performance affects the probability of a long-term relationship, as 
well as the quality of the long-tern relationship (Mayo and Richardson 1998). 
 
DEFINITION OF RELATIONSHIP SATISFACTION 
 This study will adopt the definition “satisfaction as an affective response 
of individual channel members toward the salient aspects of the channel organization” 
(Schul, Little and Pride 1985).  Within this context, the focal phenomenon is an inter-
organizational relationship in the focal target firm’s perception; therefore, the relationship 
satisfaction is defined as “an affective response of the focal target firm toward the salient 
aspects of the relationship.”   
The earliest conceptual definitions of satisfaction originate in literature outside the 
marketing area.  Satisfaction has been addressed in the literature of psychology, social 
psychology, industrial psychology, and organizational behavior.  Research conducted in 
these areas has examined attitudes derived from the evaluation process people use in 
various social settings: consumers on products, people on quality of life, married couples 
on relationships, sales people on incentive systems, employees on jobs, and leaders-
followers.    
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Satisfaction has its roots in psychology.  Satisfaction, in general, is a consequence 
of evaluation process human being has on some subject.  If the subject is relationships, 
the relationship domain will be evaluated against some standard that both parties 
envision.  Because relationships deal with more than one entity, social psychology 
contributed the aspect of dyadic entity (Cramer 2003).  In romantic relationship 
satisfaction, Duncan defined satisfaction as an evaluation process of expected outcome 
from the relationship.  Once each entity is represented by the business organization, 
organizational behavior or industrial psychology provides more pertinent definition of 
this phenomenon.  
Relationship satisfaction in current research in marketing is developed from job 
satisfaction in management sphere and the customer satisfaction in the marketing sphere.  
In the early stage when marketing adopts the satisfaction concept from psychology, there 
are two main perspectives to study satisfaction.  These two main perspectives are 
satisfaction as a thought process, or cognitive satisfaction, and satisfaction as a feeling, or 
affective satisfaction (Oliver 1981).  Oliver (1993) argues that the combination of 
affective and cognitive satisfaction can happen at the same time under certain 
circumstances.  The cognitive process is dominant in customer behavior, especially the 
post- purchase situation, or when the comparison process takes place (Westbrook and 
Oliver, 1981), while affective satisfaction may dominate in a situation where the overall 
feeling situation is implied, such as job satisfaction  (Churchill, Ford, and Walker 1974).   
There is incongruence in satisfaction definitions because the phenomenon came 
from different disciplines (e.g. management, consumer behavior in marketing, 
psychology, social psychology).  The theories used to explain satisfaction run from 
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cognitive based theory (e.g. disconfirmation theory) to attitude based theory.  
Diversification of definition is present; however, it is important to justify which 
definition will appropriate in this inter-organizational context.  A marketing channels 
context in the area of power research seems to be the most appropriate for this study; 
therefore, the definition formulated by Schul, Little and Pride is adopted. 
 
RELATIONSHIP SATISFACTION CONSTRUCT 
Satisfaction is not a new in marketing: consumer behavior is an area in marketing 
that first adopted the concept of satisfaction to deal with how consumers evaluate the 
marketing entity.  Consumer behavior literature indicates that anticipated satisfaction 
with the service/product, resulting from the consumers’ purchase decision refers to 
consumers’ psychological state of mind  (Oliver 1999), as well as to the cognitive process 
by which consumers compare outcomes for their expectations (Oliver 1980; Woodruff, 
Cadotte, and Jenkins 1983; Oliver 1997).  In this cognitive evaluative process, customers 
compare their perception of a post performance to their anticipated performance 
standards, expectations, equity, experienced-based norms, desires or values, ideals, and 
seller’s promises (Woodruff et al. 1991).  Equity refers to the fairness that consumers 
anticipate in comparison to what others receive (Szymanski and Henard 2001).  
Experience-based norms refer to the desired performance based on prior experiences 
beyond the focal brand, such as with other brands and/or other products and services.  If 
the perceived performance meets or exceeds these standards, then the customer has 
feelings of satisfaction (Oliver 1999).  Based on Oliver’s (1999) discussion of the 
importance of consumers’ psychological state of mind, and to avoid potentially 
   
 74
conflicting perspectives, this dissertation will focus on satisfaction as reflecting a 
psychological state of mind. 
 
Relationship Satisfaction Theoretical Construct 
Despite consumer satisfaction literature, marketing offers several perspectives 
(Churchill, Ford, and Walker 1974).  The conceptual approach to satisfaction used by 
organizational theorists and industrial psychologists in assessing job-related phenomena 
comes closest to capturing the essence of inter-organizational relationship satisfaction 
(Ruekert and Churchill 1984).  Job satisfaction literature recognizes the mutual de-
pendence of the parties, the ongoing nature of the interactions, and the many intangible, 
as well as tangible, features that enable employees to form evaluations of their employers 
(Smith and Barclay 1997).  Furthermore, most conceptions of job satisfaction recognize 
the essential long-term nature of these arrangements and how the arrangements serve to 
facilitate or impede the attainment of specific goals by both parties to the relationship.  
Ruekert and Churchill (1984) proposed a conceptual definition of channel member 
satisfaction that borrows heavily from organizational theory.  This definition specifically 
parallels the definition advanced by Churchill, Ford, and Walker (Churchill, Ford, and 
Walker 1974) for salesperson satisfaction.  More specifically, channel member satisfac-
tion comprises the domain of all characteristics of the relationship between a channel 
member (the focal firm) and another institution in the channel (the target firm), which the 
focal firm finds rewarding, profitable, instrumental, satisfying or frustrating, problematic, 
inhibiting, or unsatisfying.  
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This study recognizes the difference between cognitive and affective satisfaction, 
but affective satisfaction will be adopted for use in this context for two reasons.  First, 
this study is more interested in overall satisfaction, not in each specific dimension in 
detail or particular situation.  Therefore, affective satisfaction represents a more complete 
picture of satisfaction of the entire situation.  In fact, cognitive satisfaction will 
eventually lead to affective satisfaction.  Second, the evaluation of multiple dimensions 
such as influence situations can be complex.  This complexity may make linear 
evaluation more difficult, which works well in cognitive satisfaction.  Affective 
satisfaction uses feeling to capture overall satisfaction, which can be considered a single 
dimension.  Therefore, the feeling about the overall situation may be easier to deal with 
using a complex evaluation process assuming that the circular mode of evaluation is more 
likely to take place than the linear mode of evaluation.  Affective satisfaction is used in 
this study because it is simple but effective in capturing overall satisfaction of influence 
phenomenon based on the target firm’s perspective.  
 
Relationship Satisfaction Operational Construct 
  The work of Ruekert and Churchill (1984) considered satisfaction as a 
multidimensional construct, which is a combination of several processes, or dimensions.  
Some dimensions may operate as linear evaluation when the cognitive process works 
best, but some dimensions may operate as circular evaluation where affective satisfaction 
may need to justify the global judgmental result.  Therefore, by the nature of the 
phenomenon, each dimension of satisfaction may consist of both cognitive satisfaction 
and affective satisfaction.  Geyskens and Steenkamp (2000) found that 75% of items in 
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satisfaction represent cognitive satisfaction; 25% represent affective satisfaction and 
global satisfaction. 
Ruekert and Churchill (1984) offer two operations of the construct that parallel 
the main types of operations used in satisfaction literature in general, and in job 
satisfaction literature in particular.  They used beliefs or cognitions about the relationship 
as the basis for the satisfaction scale, and they attempt to directly assess the source 
organization’s evaluation of its relationship with the target organization. 
Ruekert and Churchill’s work serves as a foundation for research in this area, 
particularly in the concept of multiple dimensions to access a satisfaction construct.  
Satisfaction should capture both economic and non-economic psycho-social aspects 
(Ruekert and Churchill 1984; Gassenheimer and Scandura 1993).  However, the 
proportion of economic and non-economic items included in the satisfaction scale varies 
considerably across studies.  In theory, the extent to which a satisfaction scale captures 
the economic versus non-economic dimension should have an impact in terms of both the 
antecedents that affect satisfaction as well as the consequences fostered by satisfaction.  
Therefore, Geyskens and Steenkamp (2000) distinguish between two types of sat-
isfaction, that is, satisfaction focusing primarily on economic aspects of the relationship 
(referred to as “economic satisfaction”) and satisfaction focusing primarily on more non-
economic aspects of the relationship (“non-economic satisfaction”). 
Although cognitive satisfaction is not a focus on this study, it is important to 
mention some main points about the cognitive dimension of relationship satisfaction that 
relates to relationship satisfaction.  Dimensions of satisfaction constructs are context 
specific—for example, in some contexts, satisfaction may use more or fewer dimensions 
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about the same phenomenon.  The relationship satisfaction construct in channel context 
needs four basic dimensions (Ruekert and Churchill 1984).  In channels research before 
the 1980s, a single dimensional measurement to capture the relationship satisfaction is 
used.  However, Ruekert and Churchill (1984) identified four dimensions of channel 
member satisfaction, which together would make up the overall state of contentment: 
(1) Product dimension, which refers to satisfaction with the quality of, and the 
demand for, the supplier’s products. 
(2) Financial dimension, which reflects the attractiveness of financial terms of the 
business relationship such as intermediary margins and return on investment. 
(3) Assistance dimension, which refers to how well the intermediary is supported 
by the supplier in matters such as cooperative advertising, order fill rate, on-time 
delivery, etc. 
(4) Social interaction dimension, which assesses low satisfaction with 
communications between intermediaries and suppliers are handled (Stern and El-Ansary, 
1992).  
Inter-organizational influence mostly deals with the last dimension—social 
interaction.  However, it is difficult to evaluate the last dimension without the other three 
dimensions.  By nature, all dimensions will be highly correlated with each other and will 
not separate one from the other when it comes to making evaluation.  Evaluation of only 
one overall dimension would reduce the confusion for the subject; therefore, this study 
used only one dimension, which is the feeling about the relationship satisfaction.    
Several studies try to simplify satisfaction dimensions to contain fewer 
dimensions, yet make theoretical sense; Geyskens, Steenkamp, and Kumar (1999) 
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conducted meta-analysis study on the dimension of relationship satisfaction among 
channel member and found that relationship satisfaction consists of two dimensions, 
which are economic and non-economic.  In 2000, Geyskens and Steenkamp conducted 
another meta-analysis to create a measurement of economic and social satisfaction.  It is 
important to note that the term “social satisfaction” is used to replace “non-economic” 
because they focus on the benefits that favor social growth.  They adopted the original set 
of items from multiple disciplines such as channels research, management (job 
satisfaction), marketing management (e.g. financial performance), sociology, and social 
psychology.   
   Economic satisfaction is defined as a channel member’s positive affective 
response to the economic rewards that flow from the relationship with its partner, such as 
sales volume and margins (Geyskens, Steenkamp, and Kumar 1999; Geyskens and 
Steenkamp 2000).  An economically satisfied channel member considers the relationship 
a success with respect to goal attainment.  It is satisfied with the general effectiveness and 
productivity of the relationship with its partner, as well as with the resulting financial 
outcomes. 
Social satisfaction is defined as a channel member’s positive affective response to the 
non-economic, psycho-social aspects of its relationship, in that interactions with the 
exchange partner are fulfilling, gratifying, and easy (Dwyer and Gassenheimer 1992; 
Mohr, Fisher, and Nevin 1996).  A channel member satisfied with the non-economic 
aspects of the relationship appreciates contacts with its partner and, on a personal level, 
values the partnership because the partner is perceived as being concerned, respectful, 
and willing to exchange ideas (Geyskens, Steenkamp, and Kumar 1999). 
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This dichotomy supports the work of Ruekert and Churchill (1984).  Economic 
satisfaction reflects product dimension and financial dimension, while social satisfaction 
reflects the assistant dimension and the social interaction dimension.  
 
SATISFACTION MEASUREMENT ISSUE 
Despite the importance of, and the vast empirical research attention devoted to, 
satisfaction in channel relationships, several unresolved issues remain.  First, there is no 
consensus regarding the conception and measurement of channel member satisfaction.  
Some researchers (Brown, Lusch, and Smith 1991) take an economic view of 
satisfaction, defining it as the perceived discrepancy between prior expectations and 
actual profits. Others regard satisfaction in more non-economic, psychosocial terms, 
defining it as an emotional response to the overall working relationship with the channel 
partner (e.g., Anderson and Narus, 1984; Crosby, Evans and Cowles, 1990).   
In this section, measurement issues pertaining to relationship satisfaction in a 
business-to-business context will be reviewed and discussed in the following areas: (1) 
general measurement issue (2) research setting, and (3) reliability and validity issues.  
Literature contributing to the development of these issues will be presented. 
First, the four general measurement issues are discussed, which are: (1) what to 
measure; 2) what level to measure; and 3) how to measure; and 4) the confusion in 
measurement with related construct such as trust and commitment.  What to measure 
refers to the context’s specific qualities of satisfaction.  What level to measure refers to 
the aggregation/segregation issue of dimension (e.g., whether or not segregated 
dimension should be preferred over overall measurement)?  How to measure refers to 
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which perspective of satisfaction is appropriate.  This issue deals with how each study 
views satisfaction, as a cognitive (outcome of a thought process), or affective (a feeling 
toward something).  The last issue is related to the overlap in construct measurement with 
trust and commitment.  Not only is each issue a threat in measurement validity and 
reliability, but also the combination of those issues creates variation and incongruence in 
all satisfaction research. 
The first issue is the variation in dimension.  The dimension of each satisfaction 
may vary based on the domain of each context.  For example, the 71 empirical  studies 
relate satisfaction to more than 80 different variables, often with inconsistent findings 
across studies (Geyskens and Steenkamp, 2000).  Channel member satisfaction comprises 
the domain of all characteristics of the relationship between a channel member (the 
source organization) and another institution in the channel (the target organization) which 
the source organization finds rewarding, profitable, instrumental, satisfying or frustrating, 
problematic, inhibiting, or unsatisfying (Ruekert and Churchill).  In fact, satisfaction is 
very context specific.  For example, the dimension to evaluate in manufacturer-distributor 
satisfaction is different from manufacturer-raw material supplier because different 
activities exist.  In addition, the same dimension in one context may have a different level 
of important in the other context.  This issue creates great variation in measurement and 
prohibits the use of previously developed scales.  In addition, the complexity of multiple 
dimensions will create confusion for the respondents.  Therefore, several studies try to 
avoid this issue by moving up to a global satisfaction measurement.  However, at the 
higher aggregation level, the issue of information loss is a concern. 
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The second issue is the segregation vs. aggregation issue.  Most satisfaction 
research more than likely deals with more aggregation level of construct given that the 
phenomenon is too complex to deal with in segregated manner.  However, the overall 
result does not tell how specific dimension under it work.  Therefore, it can be considered 
a threat to knowledge development.   
The third issue deals with how to evaluate the end result as an outcome of 
cognitive or affective dimensions.  This issue goes back to the incongruence in the 
theoretical foundation of how each research defines satisfaction in that context (Oliver, 
1993).  Several studies use multiple dimensions that contain both aspects by treating 
some dimension as cognitive and some as affective.  Then, both aspects are aggregated to 
the overall satisfaction (Geyskens and Steenkamp, 2000).  It raises the question of 
whether or not both aspects are comparable and complimentary to each other enough to 
form an overall picture.  
The forth issue is about the competing constructs such as trust and commitment.  
Satisfaction has often been replaced by trust and/or commitment as the focal 
consequences(s) of channel relationships (Anderson and Weitz 1992; Hunt and Morgan 
1994).  However, there has been little attempt to elaborate on if and how satisfaction 
differs conceptually and empirically from trust and commitment.  Channel member 
satisfaction is defined most frequently as a positive affective state resulting from the 
appraisal of all aspects of a firm’s working relationship with another firm (Gaski and 
Nevin 1985; Frazier, Gill, and Kale 1989).  In another definition, satisfaction was defined 
as the distributor’s happiness or unhappiness with its major supplier regarding different 
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aspects of the relationship, such as product quality, social interactions, and assistance 
with the attainment of distributor goals (Richardson, Swan, and Hutton 1995).   
Consequently, according to this view, satisfaction should capture both economic 
and non-economic psychosocial aspects (Gassenheimer and Scandura 1993).  The 
proportion of economic and non-economic items included in the satisfaction scale, 
however, varies considerably across studies.  In theory, the extent to which a satisfaction 
scale captures the economic versus non-economic dimension should have an impact in 
terms of the antecedents that affect satisfaction, as well as of the consequences fostered 
by satisfaction.  Therefore, we distinguish between two types of satisfaction: satisfaction 
focusing primarily on economic aspects of the relationship (“economic satisfaction”) and 
satisfaction focusing primarily on more non-economic aspects of the relationship (“non-
economic satisfaction”).    For its research setting, this study uses field study approach to 
capture the phenomenon.  The scale will be adopted from Dwyer  (1980) and Gundlach 
(1987).  Two major research designs have been utilized in the study of influence 
strategies, which are the laboratory experiment study and field studies.  Roering (1977), 
Keith Jackson and Crosby (1990), and Dwyer and Walker (1980) report the use of 
laboratory channel environments in their studies.  These environments included an 
automobile simulation game developed by Roering (1977), and a mixed motive 
bargaining game developed by Dwyer and Walker (1980).  Other studies have been 
conducted utilizing a field study in various industry channels:  Frazier and Summers 
(1984; 1986), Boyle et al (1992), Bandyopadhyay and Robicheaux (1998), Gaski (1986), 
Frazier and Rody (1991), Gaski and Nevin (1985) Simpson, Richardson and Mayo 
(1997). 
   
 83
For reliability and validity, the assessment of the reliability and validity of the 
strategy measurements in the marketing channel context has been varied.  The majority of 
scales employed for the measurement of overall satisfaction have been single item scales 
that preclude the assessment of reliability (Andaleeb 1996; Simpson and Mayo 1997).  
However, several exiting scales report high reliability in capturing affective satisfaction 
(Dwyer 1980; Bandyopadhyay and Robicheaux 1998; Geyskens, Steenkamp, and Kumar 
1999; Geyskens and Steenkamp 2000).  The evidence of validity that has been reported 
has pertained to the content validity of the measures (Ruekert and Churchill, 1984; 
Dwyer 1980).  More recent studies have been characterized by more extensive validity 
and reliability reporting (Frazier and Rody 1991; Boyle et al. 1992; Gundlach and 
Cadotte 1994; Venkatesh, Kohli, and Zaltman 1995).  The detail is discussed in Chapter 
3. 
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CHAPTER 3: ASSESSMENT OF THE EMPIRICAL 
RELATIONSHIPS OF INTER-ORGANIZATIONAL INFLUENCE 
COMMUNICATION STRATEGIES AND RELATIONSHIP 
SATISFACTION 
 
Chapter 3 discusses hypothesis development and the method used to test the 
proposed model.  Included are discussions of hypothesis development, research design, 
measurement adoption, measurement development, modification, and purification, and 
data collection procedures. 
This chapter will begin with an empirical assessment of relationships between 
constructs.  First, the empirical research that has examined the relationships of the inter-
organizational influence strategies and relationship satisfaction is reviewed and discussed, 
providing a foundation to develop the research hypotheses of the study.  Hypotheses are 
proposed at the end of each discussion regarding different impact from influence strategy 
on relationship satisfaction; Figure 3-1 provides a framework organizing the studies that 
have been conducted in this area.  Second, the methods of research conduct are discussed.  
These methods include sampling justification, sampling procedures, assessment of 
questionnaire method, and questionnaire construction. 
 
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN INFLUENCE STRATEGIES AND RELATIONSHIP SATISFACTION 
The traditional six direct influence communication strategies are treated as 
exogenous variables in the model.  Although there are some studies in inter-
organizational influence and several studies in related areas (e.g. power research, 
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Figure 3-1 Communication Influence Strategy and Relationship Satisfaction  
 
dependence research, and conflict research), very little research focuses on the 
relationship between all inter-organizational influence strategies in detail and relationship 
satisfaction.  For example, most research, especially in the area of power-dependence, 
does not distinguish between the use of power and the power as ability.  Another issue is 
the dichotomized construct, which does not study sub-phenomenon in detail.  The 
dichotomy may be appropriate to handle the complex construct, if all sub-dimensions 
perform homogenously.  Although the dichotomy brings simplicity to the research, the 
loss of information rich in detail is a trade-off.  Unfortunately, homogenous performance 
does not persist in influence research.  This issue can be seen in most power and 
influence research that used dichotomized constructs such as coercive/non-coercive and 
mediated/non-mediated.  For example, request influence strategy has been reported to 
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have negative impact on satisfaction, but the rest in the non-mediated group reported 
positive results in several studies.  Therefore, the research can only partially claim that 
the non-mediated group has a positive impact, despite the fact that others in the group 
actually show positive.  Therefore, each influence strategy should be separately studied to 
avoid this anomalous result when an aggregated construct is used.   
Another exogenous variable is indirect influence.  It is important to note that this 
term does not include the word “strategy” because the source firm does not manipulate 
the communication process.  Indirect influence is a new construct, which logically fits 
into the proposed model based on WOM and communication theories.  Indirect influence 
is hypothesized to have a positive impact on satisfaction because its indirect nature does 
not create interaction conflict, and it promotes the feeling of autonomy in the focal target 
firm.   
For the endogenous variable of the proposed model, this study will focus on the 
affective satisfaction of the long-term relationship based on the target firm’s perspective.  
Although the cognitive and affective perspectives of satisfaction are recognized, this 
study focuses only on affective satisfaction by asking the respondent about their feeling 
toward the relationship; satisfaction as feeling (affective satisfaction) is pertinent and 
simple, yet effective in capturing overall satisfaction of the influence phenomenon based 
of the target firm’s perspective.  Given that the phenomenon is complex, the respondent 
may not effectively evaluate multiple dimensions in the cognitive appraisal process. 
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EMPIRICAL RESEARCH BACKGROUND 
Based on the classic power literature by Hunt and Nevin (1974), the exercise of 
coercive power by a source firm on target firm is likely to decrease satisfaction of the 
latter while the use of reward power will increase satisfaction.  The use of either source 
of power is potentially costly to the source firm.  The use of coercive influence is posited 
to create dissatisfaction and channel conflict, both of which can have negative 
consequences.  Making a promise to grant a reward may well result in distributor 
satisfaction, but rewards, such as marketing support, require expenditures of resources.  
Interestingly, the role of other power bases, which are free of cost, is not mentioned at 
that time. 
In fact, reward and coercive power bases are more than enough to consider.  For 
example, Gaski and Nevin (1985) found that the exercise of reward power sources had no 
greater positive effect on dealer satisfaction than did the mere presence of that type of 
power source. It is not clear why the use of reward power did not influence satisfaction 
more than its presence; it would seem that more satisfaction would be derived from 
actually receiving rewards than from just knowing they were potentially available. 
Since the mid-1980s, when Frazier and Summers (1984) introduced six traditional 
influence strategies, the number of studies in influence strategy and satisfaction surged in 
marketing channels research.  Again, in 1990, the communication approach proposed by 
Mohr and Nevin enhanced understanding of the role of influence strategy on building 
relationship; of course, relationship satisfaction is one of the critical constructs in this 
theme.  In the same year (1990), Boyle, Dwyer and Oh introduced the multiple item 
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measurement for influence in the field study.  The improved measurement vastly 
promoted the popularity of inter-organizational influence and relationship satisfaction.  
However, after the mid-1990s, research publication in this area declined (Figure 1-1.3 for 
influence; Figure 1- 1.4 for satisfaction in Chapter 1) because of the increased 
competition with other new phenomenon in late 1990s.  Although the rate of publication 
has decreased, research in this area is still critical for the body of knowledge because it 
can provide a foundation concept for several application studies (e.g. leadership in supply 
chain).  
More recent research has moved more toward the means and methods of using 
power, not the power base per se; this is especially true for different communication 
strategies as the ways to utilize the power.  Communication strategy makes more sense in 
fostering a long-term relationship because it is a preventive approach to solving conflict, 
while action strategy may create another conflict.  The dichotomy with a notion of 
intention, instead of action, such as mediated/non-mediated and direct/indirect, were 
created in the early 1990s.  Not only were there reward/coercion studies, but all five 
power bases are also utilized through six influence communication strategies.   
Another factor in influence-relationship is the contingent/non-contingent aspect of 
influence.  According to Scheer and Stem (1992), the use of power (influence strategies) 
can be conceived as and exercise of a coercive versus a non-coercive power base (Gaski 
and Nevin 1985) in a contingent or non-contingent way.  Thus, as explained by Scheer 
and Stem (1992), there are four types of power use constructs: contingent use of non-
coercive power, non-contingent use of non-coercive power, contingent use of coercive 
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power, and non-contingent use of coercive power.  The use of a non-coercive power base 
involves rewards and assistances and leads to satisfaction while the use of a coercive 
power base involves punishment and leads to reverse consequences. 
Geyskens and Steenkamp (2000) elaborated on the contingent/non contingent use 
of power by linking it to social satisfaction and economic satisfaction.  In general, the use 
of non-coercive power by the source firm—whether contingent or non-contingent—
increases the target firm’s economic satisfaction.  Social satisfaction should be affected 
not only by the power base exercised, but also by the way in which the power use attempt 
is presented—contingently or non-contingently.  Geyskens and Steenkamp (2000) found 
that the contingent exercise of non-coercive power has a negative effect on social 
satisfaction.  The use of coercive power by the source firm, whether contingent or non-
contingent, should have a negative effect on social satisfaction because the target firm 
does not appreciate interactions with parties that punish them. 
  Research has been conducted in several industries and several counties, but the 
body of knowledge in this area demands much more exploration—cross-industry and 
cross-culture.  So far, the channels that have been studied have included automobiles 
(Frazier and Summers 1984), automotive replacement tires (Boyle et al. 1992), food 
brokerage (Keith, Jackson, and Crosby 1990), industrial tools (Frazier and Rody 1991), 
and beer (Simpson and Mayo 1997).  In India, the study of inter-firm influence strategies 
has been previously reported in only one industry – industrial cutting tools (Kale 1986; 
Frazier, Gill, and Kale 1989; Kale 1989). However, the effects of various influence 
strategies on dealer satisfaction were not directly measured in that study.  
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Bandyopadhyay and Robicheaux (1998) conducted research on the effects of suppliers’ 
influence strategies on dealer satisfaction in the two diverse cultures of the US and India.  
These cultures were directly compared, using common measurement tools in the same 
industries.  
 Based on the previous research in inter-organizational communication influence 
strategy and relationship satisfaction, the model (Figure III-1) is proposed.  All use of 
inter-organizational influence perceived by target firms is treated as exogenous variable.  
Relationship satisfaction will be only one endogenous construct within this scope of 
study.  All arrows going from exogenous to the endogenous represent hypothesized 
relationships based on literature analysis; they are labeled H 1-H7.  All proposed 
hypotheses are expected to be significant in statistical estimation.  The nature of 
relationships, such as negative or positive, may be provided based on empirical results 
from previous research.  Signs designate the nature of each relationship: + for positive 
relationship, - for negative relationship and +/- for bi-polar relationship.  Each hypothesis 
is discussed in detail in the hypothesis development section. 
 
INDIRECT INFLUENCE AND RELATIONSHIP SATISFACTION 
The relationship between indirect communication influence and satisfaction is 
mainly drawn from communication research (Mohr and Nevin 1990; Boyle et al. 1992), 
information sharing within a network (Guiltinan, Rejab, and Rodgers 1980; Iacobucci 
and Hopkins 1992) and Word of Mouth  (Walker 2001).  Word of Mouth (WOM) 
research has been conducted extensively in other areas of marketing in terms of 
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measurement and theoretical concept; however, channels research never places this 
construct explicitly into the power-influence scene.  In practice, there are some solid 
logical links for claiming a relationship of WOM and relationship satisfaction.  In this 
study, WOM, which is a method of communication in which the target firm can perceive 
the source firm’s use of power through the other target firm, is considered to be an 
indirect influence.  In this situation, the other target firms share their experiences 
regarding how the source firm used power in specific situations in the same network.   
Empirical research conducted in Spain by Sanzo et al. (2003) shows that 
information through WOM serves as a warning signal to help the other target firms cope 
with conflict solution and the uncertainty consequences beforehand.  For example, 
knowing that a source firm has a habit of using a threat strategy when a deadline is 
approaching, the focal target firm can avoid punitive economic loss by assigning priority 
to jobs according to the deadline.  In addition, a proactive conflict solution will help 
increase the level of autonomy and avoid the level of confrontation in manifest conflict 
solution; in turn, social satisfaction will be maintained (Geyskens and Steenkamp 2000).  
Through the use of warning signals, Frazier and Rody (1991) found that manifest conflict 
could be more readily detected, and spread out,  than latent conflict.  Therefore, shared 
information among the target firms significantly helps the focal target firms solve 
manifest conflict before it actually occurs.  On the other hand, lack of information 
concerning latent conflict creates a negative surprise and forces the source firm to employ 
a coercive influence strategy to resolve conflict quickly.   
   
 92
Because there is no direct interaction involved in indirect communication, this 
construct should have no impact on interaction conflict, which can be considered good 
for relationship satisfaction.  In some cases, the negative WOM may have an impact on 
the relationship satisfaction from the aspect of attitude change.  Negative attitude may 
occur from the negative story about source firm because it creates an unsafe feeling 
toward trading partners.  However, the bad story still has to prove itself through 
interaction that has not yet happened.  Therefore, the impact of a negative indirect 
influence should not be negligible.  Comparable to WOM phenomenon, the negative 
indirect influence should be considered separately from the positive one.   
There is no mediated economic loss or gain from indirect communication because 
the source firm is not directly involved in the interaction of meting out reward or 
punishment.  However, the positive value that the indirect influence will bring to the 
target firm is may be the sense of autonomy, which is viewed as positive to the focal firm  
(Wilkinson 1979; Mentzer and Hunt 1987) and the avoidance of punitive opportunity cost.  
Therefore, the positive indirect influence should have a positive impact on relationship 
satisfaction, while the negative indirect influence should have an opposite impact.  
H1a:  The use of positive indirect communication influence has a positive impact 
on relationship satisfaction.  
H1b:  The use of negative indirect communication influence has a negative 
impact on relationship satisfaction. 
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NON-ACTION ORIENTED COMMUNICATION INFLUENCE STRATEGIES AND 
RELATIONSHIP SATISFACTION 
 
Within this study, the non-action-oriented communication influence consists of 
information exchange, recommendation, and request.  Again, it is important to note that 
there is no communication content regarding action consequence in the influence 
message.  This category is comparable to the non-mediated category used by Johnson, 
Sakano and Onzo (1990)and Simpson and Mayo (1997).  The term “non-mediated” 
reflects a degree of indirection and the term is more process oriented.  Literally, these 
influence strategies do not use any action to mediate a change in target firm’s behavior.  
One interesting term used by Gundlach (1987) for this classification is “weak 
communication strategy.” Based on Gundlach’s justification, this term integrates all 
notions of non-aggressive direction, non-aggressive process, and characteristics of non-
coercive power.  However, the term “weak” sounds ambiguous and does not have self-
contained meaning.   
Some research in influence-satisfaction uses the term “non-coercive” to indicate 
information exchange and recommendation.  Like the non-mediated category, it implies a 
slighter degree of forcing or action.  Although non-coercive separates this classification 
from action-oriented strategy, these criteria exclude request from the group because the 
degree of directness in is request is occasionally borderline (e.g. Michie and Roering 
1978; Frazier and Summers 1984; Gaski and Nevin 1985; Frazier and Rody 1991; Boyle 
et al. 1992; Mayo and Richardson 1998).  Similarly to non-coercive, Bandyopadhyay and 
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Robicheaux (Bandyopadhyay and Robicheaux 1998) call this category indirect influence 
because the direction toward the change is not firmly focused; request, promise, threat 
and legal plea are categorized as direct influence because their direction is firmly focused.   
In fact, Gundlach and Cadotte (1994) found that not only does request show a 
significant coercive level, but also recommendation performs the same way as does 
request in factor analysis.  Subjective judgment is needed to draw a boundary when the 
level of coercion gradually increases.  This study would rather use content in the 
communication message as criteria than the subjective delineation of level of directness.  
Although incongruence exists in term of request strategy’s theoretical position, this study 
uses the term “non-action communication influences” because it aligns with the 
foundation of communication theory in focusing on the absence of action content.   
Most empirical research found that non-action-oriented communication influence 
has a positive relationship to overall satisfaction (Michie and Roering 1978; Gaski and 
Nevin 1985; Keith, Jackson, and Crosby 1990; Bandyopadhyay and Robicheaux 1998; 
Mayo and Richardson 1998).  However, the empirical finding from the simulation 
conducted by Stern, Schultz and Grabner (1973) shows the reverse effect.  Fewer 
direction characteristics may reduce the level of satisfaction in the simulation setting 
because the participants also value a time-efficient approach.  Given the field study 
context in this dissertation, time pressure should have less impact on the result. 
Non-action-oriented communication influence strategy shows a positive 
relationship with relationship satisfaction (Gaski and Nevin 1985; Frazier and Summers 
1986; Krapfel and Spekman 1987; Brown, Johnson, and Koenig 1995).  Geyskens, 
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Steenkamp and Kumar (1999) conducted a meta-analysis and support the positive 
relationship between these two constructs. It is important to note that Geyskens, 
Steenkamp and Kumar also include request in this group. 
Although the use of non-action-oriented influence strategies has been mostly 
reported to have positive impact on, overall satisfaction, and economic satisfaction, the 
report on social satisfaction as such is quite rare.  Geyskens, Steenkamp and Kumar 
(1999) found the support of this statement from the result of meta-analysis.  The report on 
social satisfaction is rare because the concept of social satisfaction itself is new 
(Geyskens and Steenkamp 2000).  In addition, economic satisfaction is observable and 
can be considered as antecedent to social satisfaction.  The non-action-oriented influence 
strategies show positive relationship with social satisfaction through economic 
satisfaction in the mediation manner (Lusch 1977; Michie and Roering 1978; Wilkinson 
1981; Yavas and Habib 1987; Mayo and Richardson 1998).   
According the work of Dwyer (1980), Ruekert and Churchill (1984), Gundlach 
(1987) Bandyopadhyay, Robicheaux, and Hill (1994), and Robicheaux and 
Bandyopadhyay and Robicheaux (1998), empirical results indicate that the use of 
information exchange recommendation has a positive impact on relationship satisfaction.  
H2:  The use of information exchange strategy has a positive impact on 
relationship satisfaction.  
H3:  The use of recommendation strategy has a positive impact on relationship 
satisfaction.  
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Although several studies found a positive relationship between request and social 
satisfaction and overall satisfaction (Boyle and Dwyer 1995; Bandyopadhyay and 
Robicheaux 1998; Geyskens, Steenkamp, and Kumar 1999; Geyskens and Steenkamp 
2000), some research found a slightly reverse effect in request strategy (Frazier and Rody 
1991).  The use of request shows positive correlation with the conflict.  In addition, 
Bandyopadhyay and Robicheaux (1998) find that the use of request strategy by the 
source firm tends to decrease the level of relationship satisfaction as does action-oriented 
strategies because of the assumed directness of the strategy and the lack of explanation 
from the source firm.  Interestingly, other research in this area does not find significant 
correlation between these two constructs (Brown, Johnson, and Koenig 1995; Wilkinson 
1981).  Based on previous research, the nature of request itself can be either negative or 
positive.  Theoretically, despite being on the margin request strategy should perform 
more closely to non-action-oriented than action-oriented.  Operationally, the construct 
measurement may need some improvement.  However, Bandyopadhyay and Robicheaux 
(1998) found that request construct highly correlated with threat and legal plea in their 
factor analysis.  One possible cause can be the ambiguous wording used in request items.  
This study adopted the same scales, but modified the wording to be more precise about 
“non-action” message; therefore, the confusion may be reduced.  Within the Thai 
business context, request strategy has a high probability to relate positively with 
relationship satisfaction because of high Hofstede’s Power Distance Index, which 
indicates that Thai target firm highly respects to the right of the source firm.  Therefore, 
the target firm would appreciate when the source firm uses a soft-handed strategy (such 
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as request) on it despite that  the source firm can use a hard-handed strategy based on the 
“right to do”(Verluyten 1997).   
             H4:  The use of request strategy has a positive impact on relationship 
satisfaction. 
 
ACTION-ORIENTED COMMUNICATION INFLUENCE STRATEGY AND RELATIONSHIP 
SATISFACTION 
In this study, action-oriented communication influence strategy consists of 
promise, legal plea, and threat because the content of communication contains the action 
if the source firm’s wish either is met or not met (regardless of the compliance from the 
focal target firm).    
Based on previous research, promise strategy shows as somewhat different nature 
than legal plea and threat.  Promise strategy is classified as action-oriented influence 
communication strategy because it contains the specific action that will be granted to the 
target firms if the source firm’s wish is met.  It is important to note that the focal target 
firm may make an attempt to comply, but could not succeed.  Hence, promise strategy 
has a tendency to be positive by nature (if the promise is met), unlike those of threat and 
legal plea.  However, not all attempts are guaranteed to succeed; yet they consume some 
resources.  Therefore, promise influence strategy can turn negative toward satisfaction as 
well.  In fact, this strategy performs a bi-polar effect on relationship satisfaction, which 
means the result can turn negative if the promise is not met, or positive if the reward in 
the promise is granted (Gaski, 1987).  The situation of fault promise or decisive promise 
   
 98
is excluded here because the decisive promise will bring the negative to satisfaction and 
trust.  Therefore, the holding back reward when the promise is met will not be considered 
here because it is an ethical, not an interaction, issue. 
In previous influence research, promise strategy is normally called in coercive 
communication influence strategies or mediated strategies because it contains a notion of 
direct action toward compliance from the target firm (Frazier and Summers 1984; 1986; 
Bandyopadhyay and Robicheaux 1998; Geyskens, Steenkamp, and Kumar 1999; 
Geyskens and Steenkamp 2000).  However, this study focuses on the content of 
communication rather than behavior.  Therefore, it is more appropriate to classify it as 
“action-oriented” because of the positive action consequence.  For its impact on 
satisfaction, Geyskens, Steenkamp and Kumar (1999) conducted a meta-analysis by 
separately comparing promises with threats and other non-coercive influence 
communications strategies.  They found that, although promises and threats used to be 
categorized as coercive communication, the behavior of promises is significantly 
different from threats and non-coercive power in terms of their impact toward satisfaction.  
The same result is supported by Brown and Frazier (1978), who found that promises 
show a positive relationship to non-economic satisfaction. However, the empirical 
research conducted in Japan by Johnson, Sakano and Onzo (1990) shows the reverse 
effect;  the explanation comes from the cultural perspective of Japanese, for whom 
personal respect and harmony are the social norm.  Using reward to motivate business 
partners can be implied in the under performed result, which considers it an insult to 
business partner.  In addition, the reward in promise strategy promotes competition and 
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bargaining behaviors, not collaborative ones.  Based on Hofstede’s five national culture 
dimensions, the Thai and Japanese have very similar culture profiles (Pornpitakpan 2000).  
The same result would not be unexpected.   
Similarly to the discussion in the reward power base, the logic of bi-polar 
consequences can be transferred to the promise bi-polar phenomenon because a promise 
is a use of the bi-polar power base reward.  Logically, promises can promote motivation 
if the promise is not broken.  The reverse effect can be expected from the unfulfilled 
broken promise.  Social satisfaction, such as relationship satisfaction, is very sensitive to 
the promise bi-polar consequence, especially to the negative consequences.   
Some research used mediator perspective to study influence-satisfaction.  These 
two mediators are economic satisfaction and interaction conflict.  The relationship 
between economic satisfaction and promise is a somewhat different from the social 
satisfaction.  Empirical research shows the positive relationship between promises and 
economic satisfaction (Mayo and Richardson 1998; Geyskens, Steenkamp, and Kumar 
1999);  simply put, the fulfilled promise will bring in a benefit, while the unfulfilled 
promise does not create any loss (assuming that opportunity cost is excluded). 
Most research found that promise has a negative correlation with interaction 
conflict (Brown and Frazier 1978; Frazier 1984; Mayo and Richardson 1998; Geyskens, 
Steenkamp, and Kumar 1999).  Gaski (1987) also implied the reverse effect from using 
reward influence derived from interaction conflict.  Therefore, when promise grants the 
benefit, it is legitimate to claim that promise strategy has a negative relationship with 
conflict.   
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In the Thai business context, the unfulfilled promise strategy tends to have less 
negative impact on relationship satisfaction because of the influence of “the track of 
Karma” from Theravada Buddist philosophy.  In this situation, Thai target firm would 
consider as it own “destiny” or “bad luck” to miss the reward or cannot fulfill the promise 
than blaming against the source firm (Patterson and Smith 2001).  The same logic, from 
reward power and promises, can be implied to how promise has an impact on relationship 
satisfaction.  Therefore, the relationship between promise strategy and relationship 
satisfaction is hypothesized as 
H5:  The use of promise strategy has a positive impact on relationship 
satisfaction.  
 
In the last two action-oriented influence strategies (legal pleas and threats), most 
empirical research found a negative relationship between coercive communication 
strategy and overall satisfaction (Brown and Frazier 1978; Frazier and Summers 1986; 
Frazier, Gill, and Kale 1989; Johnson, Sakano, and Onzo 1990; Mayo and Richardson 
1998; Maloni and Benton 2000).  However, Bandyopadhyay and Robicheaux (1998) 
found a positive effect between this construct in an Indian sample.  The possible 
explanations for this come from the comparison between real behavior and 
communication.  The target firms found that communication is “softer” than action; 
therefore, the target firms are still satisfied with the way the source firms treat them—the 
target firms measure their relations against the worst-case scenario.    
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In social satisfaction, the coercive communication strategy shows a negative 
relationship with social satisfaction (Brown and Frazier 1978; Gaski and Nevin 1985; 
Frazier and Summers 1986).  However, Brown, Johnson and Koenig (1995) did not find 
significant support for this negative relationship.  In a more integrated view, Geyskens, 
Steenkamp and Kumar (1999) found that threat has a negative relationship with social 
satisfaction based on the results of meta-analysis .  Therefore, coercive communication 
strategy shows a quite high probability for having a negative relationship with social 
satisfaction. 
H6:  The use of legal plea has a negative impact on relationship satisfaction. 
H7:    The use of threat has a negative impact on relationship satisfaction. 
 
RESEARCH DESIGN 
 
The primary purpose of this study is to test the proposed model and all hypotheses 
derived from previous research findings.  The Structural Equation Model (SEM) is the 
selected method because two primary advantages.  First, it provides a test of the 
theoretical structure of the measurement instrument (e.g. the relationship of the construct 
with its items) Second, the relationships between the construct and other constructs can 
be tested without the bias that measurement error introduces.  Both advantages are 
relevant for theory building as well as in applied settings where unbiased estimates of the 
measure’s reliability and validity are also of great importance (Steenkamp and Van Trijp 
1991).  In practical sense, SEM provides flexibility in structural fit testing for complex 
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models.  The proposed models are considered as a quite complex model because it 
consists of several constructs and their relationships as series of hypotheses.   
The secondary purpose is to test the measurement developed from previous 
research by using the measurement model in SEM.  However, SEM needs a great deal of 
data to test the whole model; therefore, the data collection method should have the 
following characteristics: (1) an advantage when collecting perceptual data from a large 
population, and (2) be easily quantifiable and compatible to SEM.  A non-experimental 
mail survey methodology (Kerlinger and Lee 2000) is an appropriate means for gathering 
the data necessary to test the model and its hypotheses.  A survey research design 
possesses both of the desirable characteristics and allows testing of the existing measures 
developed in previous survey research.  Extension of prior research is an important aspect 
of research, and as such, is a secondary objective of this dissertation. 
The research design carefully follows the tailored design concept proposed by 
Dillman (2000).  Four types of errors should be considered in survey research: coverage 
error, sampling error, measurement error, and non-response error.  Choosing the right 
population can reduce coverage error; employing appropriate statistical procedures, such 
as random selection and appropriate amount of sampling, can reduce sampling error.  
 
POPULATION 
Theoretically, all firms are business-to-business and should experience the 
power/influence phenomenon because the conflict solution is inevitable in business 
relationships.  Therefore, all businesses in any industry can be included in the population.  
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In application, a population that is too broad will promote coverage error because some 
segments in the population may not be appropriately sampled.  Traditional 
power/influence research normally draws from specific industrial contexts to ensure that 
asymmetrical power exists.  Extreme power asymmetry clarifies the role of a firm, but it 
may introduce the economic dependence phenomenon to cloud the behavioral 
phenomenon.  Ironically, power asymmetry assumes the role of each player before hand, 
but in the situation, roles may be reversed.  Therefore, the perception of the firm to accept 
the influence is an appropriate criterion to indicate the role as target or source.  For 
example, without dependence or oligopolistic context, roles may still be defined by the 
perception of the firm through behavioral interactions alone.  These arguments help 
develop two reasons that support the decision to expand the population frame to include 
the mild industry context.  First, the behavioral phenomenon may be clouded by 
economic phenomenon in oligopolistic or high-dependence contexts.  This study will be 
distinguished from traditional power research in centering on behavioral phenomenon.  
Again, economic phenomenon has been extensively conducted in the economics 
discipline.  The behavioral aspect should be examined here to distinguish our 
contribution as a marketing/logistics discipline.  Second, like communication reaction, 
the role can be exchanged between dyadic members during interaction.  Therefore, 
assumption of static roles defined by context may not be realistic when the nature of 
behavior reaction is dynamic.   
Without a power asymmetry condition, is the opportunity for observing influence 
phenomenon eliminated?  The answer must be no; first, it may not be realistic to assume 
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no power/influence phenomenon in a power symmetry context given that conflict 
happens inevitably in any relationship.  Second, business interaction is dynamic by nature 
and it creates the unbalanced momentum in power symmetry (like the change in 
economic equilibrium).  The moment of imbalance should reveal the other mean to 
investigate power/influence phenomenon.  For example, Keith, Jackson and Crosby 
(1990) still found the phenomenon when they conducted the survey in moderate 
dependence/moderate cooperation context.  The switching role between target and source 
is found, and the power/influence phenomenon exists in those dyads.  However, they 
conducted their research in a simulated setting while this study will be conducted in a 
field study.  Therefore, the challenge of finding phenomenon still exists, but the 
contribution to the knowledge is the reward for studying this concept in a distinct setting, 
regardless of success or failure.   
Based on the discussion, the sample for the survey will be taken from the food 
and chemical industry list provided by the National Statistical Office of Thailand (NSOT).  
This industry shows mixed characteristics of dependence, ranging from high to low.  The 
list is quite extensive and accurate because most providers are mandated to register by the 
government.  All mailing addresses and phone numbers were very accurate because the 
NSOT just updated it at the beginning of 2005. 
This list contains the 685 companies in the food and general chemical industry 
that registered with the Ministry of Commerce in Bangkok and its vicinity.  The list 
consists of manufacturers, distributors, retailers, importers, and exporters.  Many have 
manufacturing sites throughout Thailand, but they have administrative units, such as 
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headquarters, located in Bangkok and its vicinity.  Thus, key informants in this study 
more than likely live and work in or near Bangkok.  This study disregards firms that have 
neither headquarters nor facilities in this focus area.  The two main criteria of population 
selection are (1) the majority of Thai business headquarters is located in the Bangkok 
area, and (2) Bangkok-style business reflects the common business conduct in Thailand.  
Rural methods of conducting business may provide a different phenomenon; therefore, it 
should be studied separately.   
In the food business categories, the companies on the list included those classified 
as industry code 001-009 (Table 3-1). 
The chemical industries focus only on general chemicals categories like food 
ingredients, sanitation chemicals, and household chemicals.  Special chemical industry 
categories such as Petrochemical, Plastics Pellets, Fertilizer, and Agricultural Chemicals 
are not included because the unique characteristics of those monopolized industries, such 
as government support and quota protection, are not comparable to the nature of food and 
general chemical industries (NSOT 2005).  Besides ensuring the homogeneity of 
population by industry selection, the study also used investment criteria to separate 
standard, or “core business,” firms from substandard firms.   
Firms with a capital investment of $300,000 U.S. dollars or more qualified; firms 
with capital less than $300,000 U.S. are not suitable because they tend to operate as very 
small family businesses, which are unstable.  For example, some restaurants are 
registered as food manufacturers selling boxed lunches.  Small firms tend to register for 
other benefits, rather than for doing business per se.
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Table 3-1: Thailand Standard Industry Codes  
Food Industry 
Code Description 
D15110  Meat and Poultry  
D15120 Sea Food Product 
D15130 Fruit and Vegetable  
D15140 Fat & Oil 
D15200  Dairy Product 
D15300 Grain, Starch, Flour, and Cereal  
D15400  Other (e.g. Sugar, Confectionary ,Cocoa) 
D15500 Beverages 
D16000  Tobacco 
A01000 Agricultural & Farming 
A02000 Animal Production 
B05000 Fishery 
General Chemical Industry (exclude 2421-23 - Agricultural Chemicals and Plastics) 
Code Description 
D2410  Household & Laboratory Chemicals 
D2420 Food & Pharmaceutical Chemicals 
D2500 Rubber, Glue, Synthetic Chemicals 
D2600 Metal & Minerals 
C13000-14000 Mining 
Retails and Wholesale Industry  
Code Description 
G52000  
(Excluded 5260 & 5233-textile retails) 
Retailing 
G51000 Whole Sale 
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SAMPLING 
The number of sample (N) that provides a sufficient power to test the model is 
estimated based on Cohen’s procedure (Cohen 1988).  This calculated N does solely 
define the number of the expected return, but it is used complimentarily with the 
estimation of  the effective number of responses to run the SEM.  In this study, the list 
represents a population of 685 names.  The worst case scenario is defined as occurrence/ 
non-occurrence ratio (50/50) (although occurrence/ non-occurrence from previous 
research should be 90/10).  At the expected error at 5% and confidence interval at 95%, 
the number of sample (N) is calculated from the following equation. 
From Ns = Np* p*(1-p)/[Np-1)*(E/Z)2+(p)*(1-p)]  
Ns = Sampling Amount Np = Population P = Occurrence Probability 
E = Error expectation Z= Z score from confidence interval 
Based on the given worst-case condition, the number of complete surveys must be 
246 to meet the required expected error and confidence level.  However, the 246 expected 
return is calculated based on the worst-case scenario of occurrence/non-occurrence 
(50/50).  The number should be brought down to 146 expected return usable responses 
because the probability of occurrence of 0.86 (p) is more realistic (based on Cohen’s 
social science research for a large sample) (Cohen 1988).  However, the 146 expected 
returns is not the only factor to define the expected return.  It is used complimentarily 
with the rule of thumb of estimating the effective number of responses to run SEM.  The 
rule of thumb is calculated by using effective response factor multiply by the number of 
items.  The effective response factor ranges from two to four, depending on constraints 
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such as time and budget.  For example, in this study, the research budget and time will 
have to be considered in order to find the optimal expected return response.  In this 
particular study, two is used to as a factor to estimate the effective number of responses 
for the pretest study, while four is used to estimate the expected number of response for 
the real study. 
A random sampling is the method of selection.  Each provider will be assigned an 
ID, and then using the function RANDBETWEEN (1,685) in MS Excel, a random 
sample of survey recipients will be produced.  
The nature of the industry is that food and chemical manufacturers serve a wide 
variety of food distributors and other manufactures; some may be considered major 
customers while others are only used on an as-needed basis.  Manufacturers therefore 
manage a portfolio of various relationships with their customers.  The constructs of 
interest were thus all expected to be present in varying degrees.  In an effort to achieve a 
moderate level of external validity (Cook and Campbell 1979), and in striving for a 
modest level of generalization, a range of customers from various industries was sampled.  
The unit of analysis is a manufacturing firm in the food and chemical industry.  
The targeted respondents are those individuals directly involved with decision-making 
regarding the change present by the source firm, for example, the boundary spanners.  
Surveys will be sent to the executive, who will then be asked to forward the survey to the 
appropriate recipients. 
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MEASURE DEVELOPMENT AND SURVEY CONSTRUCTION 
The measurement error should be reduced by two means: (1) the appropriate 
survey handling procedure, and (2) a well-constructed survey.  Regarding the survey 
procedure, to ensure the best result in return resonance, the five contact procedures 
proposed by Dillman (2000) will be conducted.  The stimuli to enhance reward, cost, and 
trust will be implemented by giving a souvenir in the first contact.   
In accordance with the mail survey methodology (Dillman 2000), appropriate 
measures are necessary to tap latent variables and contain low measurement error.  All of 
the theoretical constructs use existing measures adapted for this research context.  
However, expert validation will be employed to ensure complete content validity and 
face validity in terms of wording. 
There are two types of measurement (scale) involved in this study.  One is a 
newly developed scale for indirect influence and the others are adopted scales, such as all 
direct influence strategies and relationship satisfaction.  The new scale will follow the 
scale developing procedure proposed by Churchill (1979).  However, the adopted scales 
follow the adoption procedures:  the existing scales from previous research in the 
pertinent areas will be collected, then carefully selected, and then contextualized to fit in 
the context of study and validate content and face validity by experts.  Finally, the scales 
are translated into Thai and validated by a back-translation process.   
The indirect influence scales were developed based on four dimensions frequency, 
direction, modality, and content proposed by Mohr and Nevin (1990) in their 
communication theory.  In addition, WOM theory also suggested consideration of all 
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these four dimensions as WOM activity and content.  WOM activity contains WOM 
frequency and WOM enthusiasm.  It is important to note that WOM research suggests 
that negative WOM and positive WOM be separate dimensions.  Table 3-2 portrays how 
items are developed based on both sets of dimensions. 
WOMs can be heard, believed, and taken into account in decision-
making/planning.  WOMs can be heard first, and then some WOMs that are considered 
credible will be considered as valuable ones on which to base decisions.  However, not 
all credible WOMs will be used because the situation may be different and some may not 
apply.  Eventually, some pertinent WOMS will be taken into account to make decisions 
about whether or not the focal firm will comply with the sources firm’s wish to avoid 
interaction conflict.  According to the logic, this study measures at the point of “use to 
make decision/plan” because it represents the best stage of perceived indirect influence. 
For scale selection, all existing scales will be compared and the one that (1) is 
most pertinent to the context of this study,  (2) has been empirically test and perform a 
good validity and reliability, and  (3) possesses good characteristic of scales such as 
multiple items per construct will be selected. 
All criteria are not in order, but rather complement each other.  Based on the 
previous empirical study, the scales for both influence strategy construct and satisfaction 
constructs seem to be robust in cross-culture.  
First, all direct influence strategy scales are adopted from the work of Boyle et al. 
1992.  The inter-organizational influence strategy constructs have been longitudinally 
purified for more than a decade in different industry and countries and reported a high 
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Table 3-2 Indirect Influence Scale Development 
 
WOM 
Dimensions 
Walker 
(2001) 
Communication 
Dimensions 
Mohr and Nevin 
(1990) 
Questions:  You might have heard some stories from 
other firms about the way this business partner works with 
them as this partner attempts to influence their decisions.  
(5-point Likert type scale) 
WOM 
Content 
Content Negative WOM Positive 
WOM 
WOM 
Activity 
(Freq) 
Frequency 1. We often hear strong negative 
comments about this business partner. 
Same as 
negative 
WOM 
Modality 2. We have heard many different 
examples of how this business \ has hurt 
other firms. 
3. When we have to make a 
decision that affects our relationship with 
this business partner, we consider the 
negative stories we have heard. 
Same as 
negative 
WOM 
WOM 
Activity 
(Enthusiasm
) 
Direction 4. We have tried to seek out the 
truth about any negative (hurtful) stories 
involving this business partner. 
Same as 
negative 
WOM 
 
level of validity and reliability (Bandyopadhyay and Robicheaux, 1998).  In addition, 
influence scales have been repeatedly tested for validity and reliability in several global 
contexts, especially in the most recent research conducted in India.  Although influence 
constructs have been developed in the United States, the scales are very robust across 
cultures.  In addition, the origin of influence should be credited to the Australian research 
industry (Wilkinson and Kipnis 1978).  
Influence strategy scales started developing from the work of Frazier and 
Summers (1984), however, all scales have only one item per each influence construct.  
Unfortunately, the components of influence research that were co authorized with Frazier 
adopt this one item scale since then (Kale 1986; Kale 1989; Frazier and Rody 1991; 
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Keith, Jackson, and Crosby 1990; Mayo, Richardson and Simpson 1998).  In 1987, 
Gundlach developed a multiple item scales used in simulation setting the Market Place.  
Unfortunately, his work was in the dissertation and was not published until 1994 
(Gundlach and Cadotte 1994).  The scales are extensive and more elaborate.  For example, 
the promise and threat scales are broken down into three sub-dimensions: economic, 
operational, and relational.  Although the scales show validity and reliability, the length 
of questionnaire is a main concern.  The respondent in the field study may not work 
effectively with this scale.  In 1990, Boyle, Dwyer, and Oh started developing the 
influence strategy scale from the field study.  Boyle empirically tested his work in the 
later year, 1992, and the scale shows good reliability and validity (Boyle et al. 1992; 
Boyle and Dwyer 1995).  Bandyopadhyay, Robicheaux, and Hill (1994) adopted Boyle’s 
scales and implemented in India business context as Kale did for the Frazier and 
Summers’ single item scale.  The scales show a good level of robustness, even in the 
context of Indian business.  They used Boyle’s scale again in 1998 in the comparative 
study between US and India context.  The scale show a good robustness across culture 
and the number of all items is quite manageable (a total 25 items for all six influence 
strategies) 
However, not all direct influence scales are problem free, even Boyle’s.  The issue 
of cross loading exists in request communication influence.  One possible problem might 
come from the variation in unstated assumption in respondent’s mind.  For example, 
Personal experience may make some responders assume that request eventually will lead 
to some bad action consequence if the compliance does not perform.  Bandyopadhyay 
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and Robicheaux (1998) used the technique such as ridge regression to deal with the 
problem, which is not fixing at the root cause.  The items can be fixed by improving the 
content in the questionnaire by adding more clarification to the meaning of each item.  
For example, this study will contextualize the item by adding the phrases such as 
“without mentioning any action consequence” into all items of non-action-oriented 
influence communication.  Of course, this will help the respondents distinguish the non-
action-oriented influence from the action-oriented one more effectively, without implying 
the meaning from individual experience.  This modification also aligns with the 
classification concept of action-oriented/non-action-oriented, which is more precise than 
the direct/indirect classification used in Bandyopadhyay and Robicheaux (1998). 
For the adopted scale in all direct influence, Boyle’s scale is selected because it is 
(1) practical for field study (short and compact), (2) it shows a robustness even across 
culture, given that India and Thailand have similar cultural dimensions (Hofstede, 2001), 
and (3) multiple items per scale show an acceptable level of reliability and validity.  For 
the information exchange scale, Boyle’s scale does not perform as well as other influence 
strategy scales.  One item from Gundlach and Cadotte (1994) is added into Boyle’s 
information exchange scale.  This particular item from Gundlach and Cadotte (1994) is 
more precise and shows high reliability and validity even though the scale is originally 
developed in a simulated setting.  All influence scales are in five-point, Likert-type scale 
to access how often the focal target firm perceives each type of influence with non-
forced-choice scale. 
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Satisfaction scales among channel members have long been purified and 
developed for over three decades in different industries (Churchill, Ford, and Walker 
1974).   This study focus on affective satisfaction, therefore, the work of Gundlach 
(1987) and Dwyer (1980) seems to fit well with the context in the form of semantic 
differential scale.  Traditionally, Osgood and associates proposed  fifty semantic different 
pairs  of adjective  to measure feelings (Osgood, Suci, and Tannenbaum 1957).   Within 
relationship satisfaction context, this study selected pertinent 18 pairs of adjective based 
on the works of Gundlach (1987) and Dwyer (1980).  Their scales seem to fit the context 
well and show high validity.  Eighteen pairs retain all the dimensions proposed by 
Ruekert and Churchill (1984), and Geyskens and Steenkamp (2000).  In addition, the 
global dimension is added into this set of scales (see Table 3-3). 
The satisfaction scale is represented in the form of traditional semantic 
differential scale (TSD).  This semantic differential benefits this study because it is quick, 
efficient in capturing multiple aspect of satisfaction, and able to avoid redundant phase in 
questions (Mindak 1961; Hughes 1975).   
In addition, Thai respondents should work effectively to express their feeling with 
TSD because of the forced choice characteristic (Hughes 1969; Yu, Albaum, and 
Swenson 2003).  The modification in using sentences at both end instead of single 
adjective words may be needed (Hughes 1975; Stening and Everett 1984).  By the syntax, 
unlike English language, any adjective in Thai language has to be placed with noun that it 
modifies; otherwise, Thai respondents will get lost by seeing an adjective by itself.  
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Table 3-3 Relationship Satisfaction Scale Dimensions 
 
Geyskens and 
Steenkamp 
(2000) 
Ruekert and 
Churchill (1984) 
No Semantic Differential Pairs 
Product/Service 1 Unproductive/Productive 
2 Unprofitable/Profitable  
Economic 
Satisfaction Financial 
3 Punishing /Rewarding 
4 Harmful/Helpful 
5 Inflexible/Flexible 
Assistance 
6 Frustrating /Enjoyable 
7 Angry/Happy 
8 Vulnerable/Safe 
9 Inferior /Superior 
10 Uncomfortable/Comfortable 
11 Hostility/Friendly 
12 Disrespectful/Respectful 
13 Unkind/Kind 
14 Dishonesty/Honesty 
Social 
Satisfaction 
Social interaction 
15 Negative/ Positive 
16 Fair/unfair 
17 Displeased/Pleased 
18 Lose-Win/Win-Win 
19 Bad/Good 
20 Dissatisfied/Satisfied 
Global or 
overall 
 
21 Dislike/Like 
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 All pairs will be presented on 7-point format.  All semantic differential scales 
will be forced-choice because the respondents are not familiar with questions and the 
item has limited clarification if needed (self-administered) (Hughes 1969).  
Finally, 26 items of direct influence, 8 items of indirect influence, 21 semantic 
differential pairs of relationship satisfaction, and some demographic questions will make 
up first draft questionnaires (Appendix A).  The questionnaire for pre-test purpose needs 
to be approved for human subjects via the IRB form A.  Duke Leingpibul will first 
translate the questionnaires into Thai.  Then, this first draft, Thai version will be back-
translated into English to validate the translation by using at least two Thai translators.  
The acceptance of “how close of the back translation to the original” is subjectively 
justified. 
The process of deviation reduction translation will be added into the back-
translation process in order to increase the effectiveness and efficacy of the back-
translation process.  The deviation reduction translation is appropriate for the situation 
when the researcher is fluent in both languages and knows the concept well.  The logic of 
deviation reduction is that the variation in the use of language is substantial.  In addition, 
verbatim translation may not work for many items.  If the back translator is not familiar 
with the concept, the back-translation may deviate greatly from what the researcher 
intends to communicate.  At the same time, providing too much guidance in translation 
will cause bias as well.  In order to provide some degree of guidance to control the focal 
concept deviation, the pre-translation procedure is proposed.   
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 In this study scenario, there are very few Thai people who really understand this 
particular topic and are fluent in English at the same time.  Therefore, the issue of 
conceptual incongruence and the challenge in translation are substantial and should be 
handled appropriately.  Thais who are familiar in the same topic and who are fluent in 
English will be ideal back translators; however, it is very difficult to find such people.  In 
order to improve the effectiveness and efficiency of back translation, this study needs to 
integrate the pre –back translation step.  This step will help reduce the possible bias in the 
original author translation and ensure the best quality first draft of transition before actual 
back translation while keeping the traditional back translation intact.  
Operationally, the modified back translation procedure was followed as outlined 
in the proposal defense:  
1) English first draft: Extensive literature review in the area of 
interorganizational influence and related areas was conducted to ensure that all possible 
contents were appropriate and sufficient for each construct.  Then, experts in 
interorganizational influence research and survey design reviewed the English version 
draft to ensure the validity of the content.  (English Draft Appendix A) 
2) Pre-translation process: The author, who is familiar with both the concept 
and language, made a translation and put the translation immediately below each item.  
Therefore, the original version in English appeared above each native language version in 
each item.  (Bilingual first draft).  In front of each item, there were two check boxes 
labeled “pass” for one and “fail” for the other. 
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3)      Translation validation: This bi-lingual (Thai/English) version of the 
questionnaire was sent to three Thai evaluators–two Thai PhD students at the University 
of Tennessee, and one Thai practitioner in Thailand.  These three evaluators were asked 
to validate the translation by comparing the English version and the Thai version.  If the 
translation made sense and was acceptable, they checked the pass box.  This step helped 
avoid word-for-word translation, which may make the translation awkward and 
unintelligible in communication. 
4)      Re-evaluation of the bilingual questionnaire:  Each item on the bilingual 
questionnaire was again evaluated.  The items that passed unanimously were accepted for 
the further back-translation process.  Those that failed were re-translated and passed 
through this process again until a unanimous opinion was reached.  (Bilingual Nth 
draft—Appendix B)  
5)      All unanimously agreed upon items were ready for back-translation.  At this 
point, the Thai pre-translation first draft was created.   
6)  Back translation process:  Normal back-translation was applied to the Thai 
pre-translation first draft to validate the item.  Two back translators were used—a Thai 
PhD student in Business Administration in the U.S., and a Thai practitioner in Thailand 
who is familiar with the phenomenon and fluent in English.  The two back translators 
created a back-translated English version, which was used for comparison with the 
original English first draft.  Some small significant incongruence in translation was 
discovered; therefore, the Thai version was modified based on the discussion with the 
back translators until an agreement was reached. 
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7)      The final translation was deemed acceptable. The face validity of the Thai 
version was revalidated (the so-called localization process), again by using a group of 
Thai practitioners (in Thailand) due to the fact that they (1) were closer to current 
phenomenon, and (2) they represented the end user of this questionnaire.  
8)       At this point, the pretest self-administered questionnaire was made of 55 
items and the researcher left US to Thailand for data collection (Thai Draft—Appendix 
C).  Content validity, substantive validity, and face validity were again ensured with the 
aid of local Thai practitioners in Thailand (localization process).  
 
SURVEY PRETEST 
A pretest was conducted in order to validate the measures created and adapted for 
this research.  First, content validity, substantive validity, and face validity were 
evaluated.  Second, the pilot study was conducted to justify the optimum workload of the 
questionnaire to Thai respondents.  Third, the pretest survey was conducted and the data 
was used to purify the scale and validate the construct validity in areas such as 
unidimensionality, reliability, convergent validity, and discriminant validity.  The results 
from SPSS, AMOS, and NCSS were analyzed to assess the scale purification (e.g. 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis, or CFA, the indicators from evaluating Measurement 
model in SEM, dimension mapping from NCSS).  
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CONTENT VALIDITY 
In order to ensure content validity, three procedures were applied.  First, extensive 
literature review in the area of interorganizational influence and related areas was 
conducted to ensure that all-possible contents were tapped in each construct (a first 
English version draft).  Second, the English version draft was reviewed by experts in 
interorganizational influence research and survey design to ensure content validity (a 
final English version draft – appendix A).  Third, to localize, or fit, the contents to the 
Thai business culture, the researcher used a focus group of six Thai practitioners to 
validate the contents of each construct.   
During the localization procedure, each construct was briefly described and the 
focus group provided all possible dimensions in each construct.  Most items provided by 
the focus group were almost identical to those found in the literature review.  
Interestingly, Thai people demonstrated unfamiliarity with the concept of legal plea 
influence strategy in business practices (discussed later in data normality and skew).  The 
contents, appearing in the literature review, but not produced during the group brain 
storming session, were introduced to the group as additional dimensions and reviewed for 
justification.  All thirty-four questions of influence strategy were retained with some 
doubt on two items of the information exchange construct (InfoX1 and InfoX2, discussed 
later in this chapter).    
Regarding the content validity of the relationship satisfaction construct, the focus 
group came up with twelve semantically different items: Comfortable-Uncomfortable, 
Respectful-Disrespectful, Kind-Unkind, Honest-Dishonest, Good-Bad, Pleasant-
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Unpleasant, Positive –Negative, Productive-Unproductive, Enjoy-Frustrated, Profitable-
Unprofitable, Fair-Unfair, and Safe-Unsafe; all were included in the 21 items found in the 
literature reviews.  The researcher introduced nine additional items to the focus group: 
Satisfied-Dissatisfied, Superior-Inferior, Friendly-Hostile, Punishing-Rewarding, 
Win/win-Win/lose, Helpful-Hurtful, Flexible-Rigid, Happy-Angry, Like-Dislike) the 
researcher then asked for a consensus on their inclusion with the first twelve items.  All 
members in the focus group agreed upon all additional items with the comments of “too 
similar meaning.”  In addition, they noted that “without discussion with others, we would 
not think about those additional items.”  However, no one raised concerns about the 
length of the questionnaire when the researcher presented the questionnaire protocol 
containing 55 items (34 +21) plus 18 demographic items.  At this point, the question of 
content validity was satisfied. 
 
SUBSTANTIVE VALIDITY 
For substantive validity, this research followed the method proposed by Anderson 
and Gerbing (1991).  Ten Thai practitioners (not including those individuals in the focus 
group used in content validity justification) were given a sheet of paper that defined each 
of the constructs and another sheet of paper that contains all of the items in random order.  
The participants were asked to match the items to the constructs that they best 
represented.  Two indices for evaluating the substantive validity were produced.  The first 
index is Proportion of Substantive Agreement (PSA), which measured how well the items 
were assigned to their hypothesized constructs.  The calculation of PSA is based on the 
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number of participants assigning an item to its hypothesized construct divided by the 
number of all participants.  For example, in case of InfoX2, if eight out of ten participants 
assigned InfoX2 item to the correct construct (Information Exchange), the PSA was 
calculated as 8/10, or 0.8.  The second index is the Substantive Validity Coefficient 
(CSV).  CSV is the difference between the number of participants assigning an item to its 
hypothesized construct and the highest number of assignments of an item to any other 
construct; that quantity is then divided by the number of observations.  For example, in 
case of InfoX2, CVS was calculated as (8-2)/10 =0.6.  A critical CVS value of 0.5 was 
used to determine which items should be eliminated (Gerbing and Anderson, 1991; Dunn, 
Seaker, and Waller, 1994).  The results of PSA and CVS for each item are shown in 
Table 3-4. 
At this point, 54 items showed a strong degree of substantive validity (PSA >=0.8, 
and CSV >0.5).  Almost all items, except the first item of the information exchange 
influence strategy, gained PSA >0.8 (at least eight out of ten participants matched the 
items to its construct correctly).  However, the PSA of the first item of information 
exchange gained accuracy of only 0.3 (three out of ten).  InfoX1 asked, “How often this 
trading partner makes a case that our firm should comply based upon past experience, 
good sound business judgment, or marketing research.”   
Interestingly, those seven practitioners matched this item with recommendation.  
When asked, they provided the reason that the information from professional sources 
such as marketing research or experience of a partner has a high level of creditability 
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Table 3-4 Substantive Validity Results 
 
Items # of  
items  
Proposed 
Construct 
# of 
participant 
who correctly 
assigned 
PSA* 
 
CSV** 
 
Remark 
IndPos1-
IndNeg4 8 
Indirect 
Influence 10 1 0  
InfoX1- 1 Information Exchange 3 
3/10  
=0.3 
(3-7)/10 
= -0.4 
7 participants 
assigned it to 
recommendation 
InfoX2 1 Information Exchange 8 
8/10 
=0.8 
(8-2)/10 
= 0.6 
2 participants 
assigned it to 
recommendation 
InfoX3 - 
InfoX5 3 
Information 
Exchange 10 1 0  
Recom 1-
Recom 4 4 
Recommend
ation 10 1 0  
Request1
-Request 
4 
4 Request 10 1 0  
Promis1- 
Promis 4 4 Promise 10 1 0  
LegalP1-
LegalP4 4 Legal Plea 10 1 0  
Coerciv1- 
Coerciv5 5 Coercive 10 1 0  
Fair-
Unfair to 
Kind-
Unkind 
21 Relationship Satisfaction 10 1 0  
*close to 1 is good 
**> 0.5 will be deleted 
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; therefore, they considered that information as a strong opinion, which should be taken 
as recommendation.  Undoubtedly, the sources of information made them automatically 
believe and comply.  As a rule of thumb, the item with CVS <0.5 and low PSA should be 
deleted; therefore, this item was dropped at this point.  The rest of the items were retained 
at this point for further investigation in pretest study.     
 
FACE VALIDITY 
Following the back translation of the final draft of the Thai version discussed 
earlier, the final version of Thai questionnaire was calibrated using six Thai practitioners 
in Thailand (the same focus group who used for the content validity) to review the latest 
translated version for readability and item clarity.  This process verified the sufficient 
level of face validity of the measures.   
 
QUESTIONNAIRE FORMAT AND APPEARANCE 
At this point, the questionnaire contained 33 influence strategy items, 21 
relationship satisfaction items, and 18 demographic items with heading and footing 
(shown as original protocol in Appendix D).  All questions fit on one A3 size piece of 
paper.  This document, when half folded, showed four full pages of double-spaced typing 
in 12-point font.   
 During the content validity justification, when the researcher asked about 
whether or not the length was appropriate to finish in 10 minutes, the focus group 
responded as “acceptable and doable.”  In addition, one comment from the dissertation 
committee during the study’s proposal defense concerned the length of the relationship 
   
 125
items section.  To justify the length and appropriateness of this section, a pilot study to 
define the optimum length of the questionnaire was introduced.   
 
PILOT TEST 
In practical terms, a shorter questionnaire would improve the quality of the 
collected data.  The pilot test was conducted to address the optimum length of the 
questionnaire.  Two versions of the questionnaire (short version and long version) were 
created.  The long version was the original protocol with 21 items regarding the 
relationship construct, 33 items on all influence strategies, and 18 demographic questions.  
The short version was crated by eliminating the first 11 items (in order) from the 
relationship satisfactions section, and 8 items from the demographic section.  This action 
left 54 items in total.  The short version appeared to fit on three full pages.  The 
researcher added two questions at the end on both versions, the first one asked about the 
degree of difficulty of responding to this questionnaire.  The other asked about whether 
or not the degree of workload for this questionnaire was an appropriate level.   
 
PARTICIPANTS IN PILOT TEST 
The pilot test was manipulated at the Food Science and Technology Conference 
under the “Food Logistics and Food Supply Chain in Thailand” forum held by the Food 
Science and Technology Association of Thailand (FOSTAT).  The conference provided 
the advantages of (1) face-to-face survey administration (2) opportunity to obtain 
immediate feedback regarding optimum length.  
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PILOT TEST PROCEDURE 
Following the lunch break, the researcher asked 232 audience members to 
participate in a pilot test, 47 individuals who had experience with interorganizational 
influence volunteered to participate.  Most participants were from the food industry and 
other related areas, including the chemical, transportation, laboratory services, consulting, 
retailing, and software industries. 
 Twenty-three short versions and twenty-four long versions were randomly 
distributed to the 47 volunteer participants.  Once the respondents finished answering the 
questionnaire and returned them to the researcher, the completion times were calculated 
and recorded.  In addition, the researcher also requested clarification regarding the length 
issue from the participants who answered negatively to either one of last two questions.  
Only two respondents of those with the long version responded negatively (less than 3 on 
5-point scale) to the very last question.  Both respondents commented that the last 21 
questions were very similar and they could foresee future respondents who may not read 
carefully, and would erroneously give the same answers to all of them.  This comment 
raised concerns about the issue of “response bias” for the researcher.  
Two responses (one from the long version and the other from the short version) 
lacked sufficient experience to answer the questionnaire and returned incomplete surveys.  
These surveys were excluded from the pool.  
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PILOT TEST RESULTS  
The range of “time to finish” for the short version ran from 6 to 9 minutes, while 
the long version took from 6 to 11 minutes.  Twenty-one out of twenty-three respondents 
(91%) in the long version group said the questions were not complicated and all 
respondents (100%) said the workload and length were adequate and the surveys could be 
accomplished in under 10 minutes.  The 54 answers for the questionnaires from both 
groups revealed no statistical difference.  Therefore, at this point, the length of this 
questionnaire was deemed not a problem for Thai respondents.  Those 23 usable 
responses to the long version were included in the pretest analysis.  All responses from 
the short version were disregarded.  
 
IMPROVED INSTRUMENT FOR PRETEST  
This small pilot test helped improve the pretest survey in two ways.  First, the 
long version of the pretest could reasonably be finished in about ten minutes.  Therefore, 
the long version was still practical for pretest purposes.  Second, to detect the existence of 
response bias, two items in relationship satisfaction were reversed (item 42 Safe-Unsafe 
and 49 Positive-Negative) for the real pretest (Pretest Questionnaire –Appendix D).   
 
PRETEST 
The pretest survey implementation followed the five-step process recommended 
by Dillman (2000).  The list of 685 contacts was obtained from the National Statistical 
Office of Thailand (NSOT).  The first step involved an initial contact via invitation 
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postcard in order to 1) indicate the key informant, 2) notify the pretest sample of the 
survey, and 3) ensure delivery.  Based on the estimated 40-50% response rate given by 
NSOT, the 250 contacts were randomly selected from 685 and were used for the pretest; 
the remaining 435 were kept for the real study.  After sending invitation package for a 
few days, six of the contacts were unreachable and therefore removed from the sample 
list, leaving 244 contacts for pretest.  Two incentives were offered to each survey 
recipient for their participation: 1) an executive summary of the results if requested, and 
2) the “LIVESTRONG”’ wristband from the Lance Armstrong Foundation, which was 
promised to be attached with the pretest surveys.  Within one week, 134 acceptance 
postcards were returned indicating willingness to participate and providing the contact 
info of the key informant.  All participants were assured that their responses were 
confidential. 
The second step was to send (1) the survey to the sample with a letter describing 
the importance of the research and requesting their participation, (2) the consent form, 
and (3) the “LIVESTRONG” wristband.  Each survey was marked with a unique 
identification on the return envelop to track responses for subsequent reminders.  
The third step was a follow-up postcard sent a week after the survey to remind the 
participants to complete and return the survey.    
After allowing approximately ten days for the first wave, in which 96 completed 
surveys were returned, the fourth step was taken: another letter and replacement survey 
was sent to those who had not yet responded.  Seventeen more surveys were returned for 
an overall response rate of 46.3%.  The fifth and final step was a follow-up telephone call 
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to determine the status of response and/or to collect non-response information.  Several 
calls were made, but only 10 non-respondents were reached and five questions (IndPos1, 
Recommendation 1, Information Exchange 1, Relationship Satisfaction: Please and 
Enjoy) were asked.  It became clear that Thai people felt very uncomfortable with and 
defensive about this follow-up procedure.  In fact, three out of ten expressed their 
feelings of being bothered by the follow-up procedure at the end of the conversation. 
 Only 101 out of 113 responses were considered usable.  Two incomplete 
responses were removed.  Eight complete surveys showed the obvious existence of 
response bias because the respondents did not recognize the two reversed items and gave 
the same answer same as positive items to all 21 items.  Two surveys were excluded 
because of minor missing data.  These missing data mostly occurred in the section of 
relationship satisfaction.  Therefore, the missing data technique may not be appropriate to 
apply because the missing pattern did not seem to be random.  The response bias 
suggested the reduction in the number of items in the relationship satisfaction for the real 
study.  This issue was not evident during pilot data collection because of the presence of 
the researcher and face-to-face survey administration.  After adding up 23 surveys (long 
version) from the pilot test, there were 124 usable responses for scale purification. 
 
DATA  INTEGRITY  
Two people were hired to assist the researcher in the data entry process.  Pretest 
responses were manually entered into an Excel spreadsheet and independently re-keyed a 
   
 130
second time.  Results of the first and second data entry were compared to ensure accuracy 
in the data. 
 
DEMOGRAPHIC  
The respondents represented the food industry (47%), chemical industry (40%), 
and other industries (13%).  The respondents were asked to choose either customer or 
supplier as a trading partner on which to base their answers.  Fifty-three percent chose 
their customers, while 28% chose their suppliers; the rest 19% said their trading partners 
are both suppliers and customers.  
The respondents were asked how long they have been doing business with this 
trading partner.  Greater than 85% had more than five years of company and personal 
experience dealing with the specific trading partner to which the survey referred.  The 
respondents were also asked to estimate the minimum length of time they expected to do 
future business with this trading partner.  Greater than 70% expected the relationship to 
last more than 5 years.  However, 12% of respondents chose “never think about it,” 
which was the last answer for this question.  To stimulate the respondents to think about 
the likelihood of future business, this item was removed in the real study.  Grouped by 
functions, 65% were in manufacturing, 12% were wholesalers, 8% were retailers, 10% 
were in logistics and distribution, 5 % were in other areas (e.g., software/technology, 
service, engineering, etc).  Regarding the form of product/service, 65% answered finished 
products, 21% raw materials, 9 % semi-finished products, and 5% services.  
   
 131
Most respondents (84%) have worked more than 10 years with the firm, 10% for 
1-5 years, and 2% for less than 1 year.  By department, respondents from Sales and 
Marketing departments dominated in number (51%), Purchasing and Planning (23%), 
General Business and Human Resource (18%), Supply Chain and Logistics (5%), and 
other (3%).  By title, Owner, MD, CEO, and Senior Executive made up for 38%, Senior 
Manager 43%, Manager 12%, and other 7%.  Three items addressed the degree of “being 
a good key informant” based on 1-5 scale running from strongly agree to strongly 
disagree.  None of respondent answered strongly disagree.  Based on the answers to these 
three items, on average 87% of respondents said they were a right person to ask (>=3), 
the rest 13% obtained average of 2-2.99.  These numbers were very satisfactory given the 
fact that Thais tend to be self-effacing regarding such questions.  
Two sets of three questions addressed the level of dependence between the 
respondent and trading partner.  The first sets were based on the dependency the 
respondent’s firm has on its partner, and the second set was the reverse.  The scale ran 
from 1-5, where 1 represented strongly disagree and 5 represented strongly agree.  The 
average for the first set was 3.21 and for the second set 3.85.  When the average values 
for both sets were compared to determine difference for each participant, 72% showed no 
different (zero), 17% showed the respondent depended more on the partner, and 11% 
showed their partners depended more on them.  The result revealed that the power 
dependence structure was symmetric, which is good for this study.  In fact, there was 
another checkpoint item in relationship satisfaction that confirmed the power-dependence 
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structure (inferior-superior).  Again, these items showed normal distribution, which 
means the power structures are quite symmetric.  
  
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS  
 The descriptive statistics for the pretest are provided in Appendix E.  The results 
show that the item results were considered normal.  The means for relationship 
satisfaction tended to be on the positive side (>1, where 0 is neutral in -3 - +3 range).   
Nearly every item obtained the full range of answers (from 1 to 5 and -3 to +3).  Standard 
deviations for all items ranged from 0.837 to 1.595.  There were a few items with a 
moderate kurtosis (these are highlighted in Appendix E).  
 
 
NORMALITY TEST 
Four normality tests were used to access the normal distribution characteristic.  
Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shaprio Wilk’s were reported as traditional indicators, but the 
primary decisions were made based on Martinez-Iglewicz.  Martinez-Iglewicz is an 
appropriate test for the data that skews toward one end, which all items in this study fall 
into this case.  Informants, who are opinionated such as experienced executives, tend to 
express their opinions toward one end.  D'Agostino Omnibus is used complimentarily 
with Martinez-Iglewicz as a secondary indicator.  Several items under relationship 
satisfaction showed some moderate non-normality.  
The data from all influence strategy items demonstrated the normality.  The Legal 
plea items showed moderate kurtosis and skewed toward the “less often” side.  However, 
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this results from the nature of Thai business, where the legal entities are not normally 
used.  Using legal entities is considered the end of a relationship because the parties could 
not resolve the problems by themselves.  Given the fact that the respondents were asked 
to talk about “on-going relationships,” it would be common to see the low use of legal 
plea.  Therefore, all items for Legal constructs were left intact for further analysis in the 
actual study to ensure an adequate number of items to tap construct definitions.   
 
NON-RESPONSE BIAS 
It is acknowledged that two primary limitations of mail surveys are the potential 
incidence of non-response and false reporting biases.  However, mail survey was 
preferred since a larger sample could potentially be reached in a shorter time period at a 
lower cost.  
Three tests were conducted to assess the existence of non-response bias.  First, the 
first wave and second wave surveys were compared against one another, and the result 
from the independent sample t-test found no difference in any item (α<. 05).  Second, the 
first wave surveys were classified as early or late depending on the length of time that 
passed between the initial mailing date and the postmark date according to Armstrong 
and Overton (1977).  There were 75 survey responses within the first seven days and 
these were classified as early responses, while the rest (26) were considered late 
responses.  An independent sample t-test revealed there were no significant differences 
(α<.05) on any item for the two groups. All items from the survey were compared, and 
significant differences were found for three of the items (Respect, Coercive 1, and 
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Coercive 5).  As there were no differences for the other items or any of the demographic 
data, this confirmed that non-response bias was not an issue.   
 In addition, 10 non-respondents were contacted via phone and asked to verbally 
complete five substantive survey items.  The responses from these 10 non-respondents 
were tested to determine if they were significantly different from those of the respondents 
(Mentzer and Flint, 1997).  The non-significant findings indicated that non-response bias 
was not a concern.  
  
SCALE PURIFICATION 
Purification included tests for unidimensionality, internal consistency, reliability, 
and construct validity consisting of convergent validity and discriminant validity 
following the procedures described by Garver and Mentzer (1999).   
 
EVALUATION OF MEASUREMENT MODEL IN SEM BY USING PRETEST DATA  
By using SEM, unidimensionality is primarily demonstrated through the overall 
goodness-of-fit of the measurement model, the convergence of items on the latent 
variable they purport to measure, and the discriminance of items on latent variables they 
are not intended to measure (Anderson and Gerbing, 1982; Gerbing and Anderson 1988).  
In addition, the standardized residual report and modification index were produced to 
locate the problematic items. 
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INDICATORS FOR GOODNESS-OF-FIT SELECTION 
 
In general, there are two strategies to evaluate overall model fit: 1) selecting fit 
indices, which represent different families of fit indices (Bollen and Long, 1992), and 2) 
specifying a stringent criteria and selecting fit indices that best represent the criteria 
(March, Balla, and McDonald, 1988).  Four fit indices were used primarily to access the 
degree of fit: CMIN/DF, TLI, CFI, and RMSEA with PClose.   
The chi-square ratio (CMIN/DF) is an absolute measure of fit that adjusts the chi 
square statistic for the degrees of freedom (DF) in the model.  Ratios in the range of two 
to five are generally thought to be an indication of acceptable fit (Hair et al., 1998).  
However, because this statistic is based on the chi-square test, it also tends to be higher 
when the sample size is large.  
Garver and Mentzer (1999) recommended  TLI (Tucker-Lewis Index),  CFI, and 
RMSEA (Root mean squared approximation of error) because these three are all scaled 
on a preset continuum (0 to 1), which yields easy interpretation and are all relatively 
independent of sample size effect (March, Balla, and McDonald, 1988; Garver and 
Mentzer, 1999).  TLI compares a proposed model’s fit to a null model.  TLI also 
measures parsimony by assessing the degree of freedom from the proposed model to the 
degree of freedom of the null model.  An acceptable threshold for this index is 0.90 or 
greater.  
The comparative fit index (CFI) is a non-centrality parameter-based index to 
overcome the limitation of sample size effects (Bentler, 1990).  The Bentler comparison-
fit index (CFI) is an incremental fit statistic that compares the model fit with the null 
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model where no relationships among variables are specified.  CFI also takes sample size 
into account.  The index ranges from 0 to 1, and values of .90 or greater represent an 
adequate fit (Baumgartner and Homberg, 1996). 
The root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) is a measure of absolute 
fit that determines the degree to which the model predicts the observed covariance matrix.  
RMSEA compares the average difference per degree of freedom expected to occur in the 
population (not the sample), thus this index is thought to be relatively unaffected by 
sample size.  Values falling between .05 and .08 are considered acceptable (Baumgartner 
and Homberg, 1996).  Another index complimentary with RMSEA is PClose.  Given the 
criteria that RMSEA of 0.05 represents a close fit, PClose indicates the probability of 
finding the RMSEA of 0.05 in the population. 
 
PRETEST MEASUREMENT MODEL  
A confirmatory measurement model (Figure 3-2, Figure 3-3 and Appendix E) allow all 
latent variables to correlate with each other and with individual manifest variables 
loading on their appropriate latent variable.  Three nested measurement models were 
examined for quality-of-fit (see Table 3-5).  Since one item (InfoX 2) under the 
information exchange strategy contained a problem from ordering effect, which might 
impact the calculation of quality-of-fit.  Thus, three nested measurement models were run 
without InfoX2 and reported in the Table 3-6 to compare with the results in the Table 3-5 
(with InfoX 2). 
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Figure 3-2 Pretest Measurement Model 
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Figure 3-3 Measurement Model with Estimates 
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Table 3-5 Initial Measurement Model Goodness-of-Fit 
  
Model CMIN/DF 
1 TLI 3 CFI 4 RMSEA 2 PCLOSE 
Measurement 
Parallel N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Measurement Tau 
Equivalent 1.862 0.830 0.835 0.084 0.000
Measurement 
Congeneric 1.777 0.847 0.856 0.079 0.000
1
 < 5 indicates acceptable fit level, < 2 = good fit 
2
 <.05 = very good, <.08 = acceptable, <.10 = mediocre, ≥.10 = poor errors of 
approximation 
3 
≥ .80 = acceptable fit, ≥ .90 = good fit 
4 
≥ .80 = acceptable fit, ≥ .90 = good fit (Byrne 2001) 
Table 3-6 Initial Measurement Model Goodness-of-Fit without InfoX 2 
 
Model 
CMIN/DF 
1 
TLI 3 CFI 4 RMSEA 2 PCLOSE 
Measurement Parallel 2.092 0.790 0.790 0.094 0.000
Measurement Tau 
Equivalent 1.813 0.840 0.845 0.082 0.000
Measurement 
Congeneric 1.752 0.855 0.865 0.078 0.000
1
 < 5 indicates acceptable fit level, < 2 = good fit 
2
 <.05 = very good, <.08 = acceptable, <.10 = mediocre, ≥.10 = poor errors of 
approximation 
3 
≥ .80 = acceptable fit, ≥ .90 = good fit 
4 
≥ .80 = acceptable fit, ≥ .90 = good fit (Byrne 2001) 
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The first model (Congeneric) was the proposed model as depicted in Figure 3-2 
and Appendix E, with all variances of each construct set to one.  The second 
measurement model was Tau equivalent created by adding the condition of equal lambda 
(or weight from each item to its construct) to the proposed congeneric model.  Besides all 
variances being set to one, all lambdas of items under each construct were set equal to 
each other (e.g. L01=L02=L03=L04, where L01-L04 represented regression weights of 
IndPos 1-4 to Indirect Positive Influence strategy Construct-IndPos).  Tau equivalent 
basically assumes all items are equally important.  The third model was the parallel 
model, which was created by adding one more condition of equal error term to the Tau 
equivalent model.  Therefore, besides equal variance of all constructs and equal lambda 
of items under each construct, all error terms under the same construct were set equal (e.g. 
e1=e2=e3=4, where e1-e4 represented error term of  IndPos 1-4).  Conceptually, “error 
terms represent uniqueness”; therefore, if the uniqueness is the same, all items should be 
identical.  In other word, the parallel model basically assumes all items are the same.  The 
parallel condition sounds extreme, but if the model still shows acceptable fit, the items 
show high redundancy by statistic justification.  Therefore, the number of items per 
construct can be reduced to one item per construct (assuming that content validity is still 
satisfied).    
 Three models were run using pretest data.  No outlier was found in pretest data.  
The maximum likelihood estimation was used since it is the most common estimation 
procedure for theory-based models (Anderson and Gerbing, 1988; Hair et al., 1998).  
Only two models, congeneric and Tau-equivalent, were executable.  The parallel model 
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could not make the minimization reachable because of (1) the existence of unfixed 
problematic items such as InfoX2, (2) several high kurtosis items, and (3) the constraint 
of equal error terms.  By removing just InfoX2, the parallel was able to execute (the 
result shown in Table 3-6).  All fit indices for both models were within acceptable levels.  
While the Tau equivalent demonstrated a marginal fit with the data, the congeneric model 
provided a substantially better fit (CMIN/DF =1.777, TLI 0.847, CFI =0.856, RMSEA = 
0.079).  Considering that this is a test of measurement modeled on pretest data, the result 
was acceptable.  The fit of the theoretical measurement model provided a sound basis for 
further scale purification. 
No offending estimates (i.e., those with negative variance or greater than one 
variance) were found.  Various components of the SEM output – standardized regression 
weights, squared multiple correlations, standardized residuals, modification indices, and 
goodness-of-fit indicators – were used to confirm the scales through their 
unidimensionality, reliability and construct validity.  These analyses are subsequently 
presented.  
 
UNIDIMENSIONALITY 
Unidimensionality is defined as the existence of one construct underlying a set of 
items (Steenkamp and Van Trijp, 1991).  In other words, unidimensionality is the degree 
to which items represent one and only one underlying latent variable (Garver and 
Mentzer, 1999).  Operationally, unidimensionality of measurement was justified based on 
the result of four reports.  The first set of reports, produced by SPSS, was factor-loading 
   
 142
patterns from CFA, along with the percent of the variance of having only one factor.  
Three of four sets of reports, produced by AMOS, were goodness-of-fit indicators of the 
measurement model, standardized residual pattern, and modification index.   
By using CFA, two factor-loading patterns were produced, first by using initial 
value factors as the number of all constructs in the proposed model plus two.  For 
example, the theoretical models proposed seven influence strategies (as independent) 
with one relationship satisfaction (dependent), which added up to eight.  Eight plus two 
equals ten factors was used as initial number of extracted factors.  The extra two factors 
provided additional columns for the problematic items to form their own groups in the 
case of unexpected factors.  This report found nine factors to explain the variance in the 
data, while only eight constructs were hypothesized.     
 Interestingly, but not unexpectedly, the indirect influence strategy was split into 
positive and negative.  This suggested looking at two separate constructs as suggested in 
the Word-of-Mouth research.  Obviously, the negative indirect influence strategy 
construct conveyed warnings about possible negative consequence and created a sense of 
insecurity regarding their trading partners.  In addition, the respondents based their 
answers on the on-going relationship.  Therefore, it was reasonable to separate this 
construct into positive and negative as an adjustment to the proposed model.  The SEM 
goodness-of-fit also supported this justification.    
Then, the CFA was run again using nine factors.  The result is shown in Appendix 
E.  The factor-loading pattern indicated one problematic item, InfoX2, while the rest was 
loaded significantly (>0.5) with its expected constructs and no serious cross loading 
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found.  The variance extract report of having single factor was produced for each set of 
items.  Only information exchange showed a low variance extract under 50.5%, while 
two constructs; Indirect negative and Request, showed variance extracts greater than 0.55.  
The rest showed a very good variance extract of above 0.7.  Using 50% variance as a 
minimum cutoff point, the result was an acceptable level of unidimensionality.  
The cross loading and low variance extract of information exchange scale 
indicated the issue in unidimensionality, which was obviously derived from the InfoX2.  
The ordering effect might be the primary cause of this misloading.  This item was right at 
the end of the second page of the questionnaire, and it was located right after the group of 
items of recommendation construct, while the other information exchange items were 
located on the next page.  Therefore, the respondents may not detect the different tone of 
the question and might have included it with the previous construct (recommendation).  
In addition, as mentioned in the substantive validity test, InfoX2 item was intended to tap 
the information exchange construct, but it has a small potential to load with 
recommendation (CVS =0.6 and PSA =0.8).  Because the cause was unclear at this point, 
this item was retained for further investigation in real study.  In addition, the research 
aimed to maintain at least four items per construct to ensure sufficient content validity; 
therefore, this item was needed at this time.  
 
Modification Index (MI) 
On the modification index report (Appendix E), under the regression modification 
index, there were some moderate modification indices (>20) that indicated cross load 
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among constructs (ignored “within” construct now).  InfoX2 showed a moderate value 
with recommendation and a moderate value (<15) with indirect positive, and with several 
items in relationship satisfaction.  InfoX4 also showed a minor modification index (<15) 
with items from relationship satisfaction.  Under modification index of covariance section, 
E14 (InfoX2’s error term) also wanted to load with recommendation.  Several items 
under relationship satisfaction showed high modification with influence strategy 
constructs.  This issue was discussed later in the reduced number of items under 
relationship satisfaction.  Again, there were a few high modification indices among the 
items “within” the same construct, but this issue was re-evaluated in the real study scale 
confirmation.  In general, except for InfoX2, the modification indices between constructs 
were quite small in size and number. 
 
Standardized Residual Pattern 
By examining standardized residuals, the large residuals (>2) were a good cutting 
point (Garver and Mentzer, 1999).  Large residuals of InfoX2 were found (<4.0) with all 
items of recommendation, which meant InfoX2 wanted to load with recommendation.  
There were some moderately large residuals (2.0-3.5) found under InfoX2 vs. IndPos, 
InfoX2 vs. InfoX 4, and several items under relationship satisfaction.  It is important to 
note that the first three items of relationship satisfaction seemed problematic in terms of 
other influence strategy constructs.  
The single factor report per set of item was done in SPSS, most percentage 
variance explained were greater than 65, which is interpreted as acceptable 
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unidimensionality.  Only information exchange influence construct showed variance 
explained of  0.56.  If the problematic InfoX2 was dropped, the variance explained was 
increased to 0.76.  
Based on goodness-of-fit, percentage variance explanations of a single factor, 
modification index, and standardized residual pattern, the unidimensionality of the 
proposed model was deemed acceptable at this point.  Some problematic item, such as 
InfoX2, needed to be reevaluated and adjusted before colleting data in the real study.  
Unidimensionality is further examined in the tests for convergent and discriminant 
validity 
 
RELIABILITY 
Scale reliability refers to the internal consistency of a scale to measure a latent 
variable.  Reliable scale possesses items that measure the same unidimensional construct 
and vary together statistically (Dunn, Seaker, and Waller 1994).  Reliability of the scales 
was determined in three ways as proposed by Garver and Mentzer (1999).  Coefficient 
alpha was calculated for each scale and is shown in Appendix E.  For all constructs, alpha 
was greater than 0.700.  However, since coefficient alpha tends to underestimate scale 
reliability, the SEM scale reliability and variance extracted were calculated as well using 
formulae provided by Garver and Mentzer (1999).  The results are provided in Appendix 
E and summarized in Table 3-7.  The scale composite reliability for each construct was 
greater than the acceptable value of .70.  Only Information exchange showed variance 
extract less than 0.5 because of the problematic InfoX2.  
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Table 3-7 Pretest Reliability and Unidimensionality 
 
Construct #of Items/ 
Unidimensionality
(>0.65) 
Cronbach's 
Alpha (>0.7) 
Composite 
reliability  
(>0.7) 
Variance 
Extract (>0.5) 
IndPos 4/ 0.818 0.926 0.924 0.753 
IndNeg 4/0.674 0.837 0.836 0.571 
Recom 4/0.680 0.905 0.906 0.707 
InfoEx 
4/0.576
3/0.706
0.744 0.760 0.459 
Request 4/0.681 0.842 0.846 0.582 
Promise 4/0.845 0.940 0.942 0.802 
LegPlea 4/0.895 0.961 0.960 0.857 
Coercive 5/0.843 0.953 0.954 0.806 
RelSat 21/0.718 0.979 0.980 0.704 
 
 CONVERGENT VALIDITY 
Convergent validity refers to the extent to which measures designed to measure 
the same construct are related to each other (Malhotra, 1993).  The magnitude, direction, 
and statistical significance of the estimated parameter loadings were also used to assess 
convergent validity and were shown in Appendix E.  The individual factor loadings were 
significant to .05 with the exception of value. 
The magnitude of forty-seven out of fifty-three items was greater than 0.70, with 
another two greater than 0.6, and three greater than 0.5.  The remaining, problematic 
item(InfoX2)—was below 0.5.  The direction of all estimated parameters was appropriate 
to the loading of the item, and all were statistically significant.  Convergent validity was 
therefore supported for indirect positive, legal plea, promise, recommendation, coercive, 
and relationship satisfaction.  There was partial support for indirect negative, request, and 
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information exchange influence strategy.  Once again, information exchange presented 
some concern that was examined further in the final survey. 
 
DISCRIMINANT VALIDITY 
Discriminant validity is the extent to which the measure is indeed novel and not 
simply a reflection of some other variables (Churchill 1979).  Paired construct correlation 
comparisons were conducted to support discriminant validity, as suggested by Garver and 
Mentzer (1999).  The difference in chi-square values and degrees of freedom between a 
model allowing the two constructs to correlate freely and a model constraining the 
correlation to 1.0 was determined using AMOS and compared to a chi-square table.  The 
chi-square difference tests are reported in Appendix E and shown in Table 3-8.  The 
results showed a significant difference in Chi-square at alpha >0.001.  Again, information 
exchange shows a significantly lower Chi square with Recommendation because of 
InfoX2.  In addition, the correlation patterns of all constructs were examined; none of 
them showed a correlation greater than 0.7.  Therefore, discriminant validity was satisfied 
at this point. 
 
 
QUESTIONNAIRE IMPROVEMENT AND SCALE MODIFICATION 
The return questionnaire from the pretest showed response bias in the relationship 
satisfaction section.  At least eight return questionnaires out of 113 (8%) were excluded 
based on the obvious existence of response bias.  Therefore, there was a need to trim  
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Table 3-8 Chi-square Difference from Paired Construct at Significant Level 0.001 
 
Construct IndPos InNeg Recom InfoX Reques Promis LegalP Coer 
IndNeg 204.16   
Recom 249.20 210.49   
InfoX 111.51 140.72 63.08   
Request 197.49 210.96 175.68 124.14   
Promise 316.26 210.45 279.73 118.62 192.30   
LegalP 344.71 174.32 298.91 123.21 206.41 445.98  
Coer 335.90 181.90 314.15 123.79 200.95 438.28 492.83 
RelSat 21  248.63 173.77 268.41 117.51 199.13 366.58 489.03 470.33 
 
some items to make this construct less complicated and shorten the length of the whole 
questionnaire.  Two possible areas of improvement were the redundancy items in the 
satisfaction construct and some non-critical demographic questions.   
The non-critical demographic, such as title, department, trading product, and the 
respondent’s tenure with the company, were discarded because they added little value to 
the analysis.  The “non critical” items were also statistically justified by the result from 
the independent test.   
 No significance was found by categorizing study items based on the values from 
these items.  Three items tapping the quality of key informants were deleted because the 
invitation package proved effective and these three items were no longer needed.  
Therefore, the demographic questions were trimmed from 18 to 11 items. 
For the redundancy justification among relationship satisfaction items, three main 
criteria were used to trim this particular construct to the optimum level by answering the 
following questions:  First, how many possible subdimensions should pertain under this 
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particular construct?  Second, do those dimensions conform to the theoretical base?  
Third, does each subdimension pertain to at least three items to satisfy the multi-
dimensional characteristic?   
In order to justify the first requirement, three tests were run: (1) CFA with four 
initial factors for all 21 items, (2) the test of multi-dimensional mapping in NCSS, and (3) 
structure equation-modeling results.    
Based on the CFA result, the relationship satisfaction showed the possibility of 
having three sub-dimensions.  The first distinguished group was Fair-Unfair/SatisR-
DisSat/Superior-Inferior.  However, the modification index during the unidimensionality 
evaluation indicated that these three had some degree of cross loading with influence 
strategy constructs; therefore, they were eliminated.  Friend, Comfort, Encourage, Good, 
Respect, and Help separate to other factors, with some cross-loading pattern.  
Interestingly, these adjectives projected toward the satisfaction of people component.  
The rest seemed to group together as an overall satisfaction, which indicated the area of 
high redundancy.  However, the people factor obviously showed the cross loading with 
the overall satisfaction factor (result shown in Table 3-9).  The large number of instances 
with a significant loading factor on overall satisfaction and people satisfaction indicated 
the high redundancy area. 
The multidimensional scale test supported the result of CFA.  The dimension 
mapping showed that Fair-Unfair, SatisR-DisSatisR, and Superior-Inferior were different 
from the rest (Figure 3-4).  Productivity and Profit showed a slight degree of the 
difference from the rest.  The rest grouped together as overall satisfaction, which located 
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Table 3-9 CFA 4 Factors on 21 Relationship Satisfaction Items (cutout point =0.5) 
 
* indicated selected items for final instrument  and Highlighted = Cross Loading 
Variables Factor1 Factor2 Factor3 Factor4 
FAIRNESS -0.199 -0.812 -0.266 0.020 
SATISR -0.431 -0.818 -0.169 -0.009 
SUPERIOR -0.199 -0.525 -0.233 0.235 
HONEST -0.506 -0.403 -0.496 0.108 
FRIEND -0.269 -0.427 -0.666 0.161 
COMFORT* -0.508 -0.324 -0.651 0.146 
ENCORA -0.492 -0.202 -0.673 0.004 
SAFE -0.520 -0.213 -0.687 0.095 
WINWIN -0.582 -0.289 -0.423 0.345 
GOOD* -0.600 -0.340 -0.570 0.125 
RESPECT* -0.687 -0.337 -0.513 0.207 
FLEXIB -0.626 -0.332 -0.482 0.269 
HELP -0.643 -0.351 -0.548 0.043 
PLEASE* -0.757 -0.336 -0.437 0.043 
HAPPY -0.827 -0.322 -0.375 -0.049 
POSITIVE* -0.784 -0.307 -0.446 0.087 
PRODUCTI* -0.763 -0.278 -0.297 0.157 
ENJOY* -0.647 -0.383 -0.453 -0.146 
LIKE -0.808 -0.259 -0.424 0.066 
PROFIT* -0.705 -0.270 -0.235 0.372 
KIND* -0.749 -0.313 -0.423 0.185 
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                   Figure 3-4 Mutidimensional Scale Mapping 
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the area of high redundancy.  Finally, the modification index was used to make a final 
decision in eliminating redundant and/or problematic items.  Based on the modification 
index and variance estimation, three items out of twenty-one (Fairness, SatisR, and 
Friendly) were deleted due to cross loading with other constructs and offending variance 
(greater than one).  Superior also indicated the problematic cross loading, but this item 
was kept to use as a power–dependence structure indicator, and no longer included in the 
relationship satisfaction analysis. 
Seventeen items were left with high redundancy level.  Based on the result of the 
CFA and multidimensional map, three possible dimensions were found.  Theoretical 
justification (refer to Table 3-2) supported that those three dimensions could be classified 
as overall satisfaction, people satisfaction, and process satisfaction.  In order to keep at 
least three items per subdimension to satisfy multi-item characteristics, nine items of 
seventeen items were selected.  “pleased,” “positive,” and “good” were kept to represent 
overall satisfaction because they possessed good performance in previous research.   
People satisfaction was  presented by “kind,” “respect,” and “comfort.”  Process 
satisfaction, which represented both the economic outcome and assistance in social 
interaction, was denoted by “productivity,” “profit,” and “enjoy.”  However, as discussed 
earlier regarding different affective satisfaction and cognitive satisfaction, the 
phenomenon tends to be seen holistically, not separately.   Although the results from the 
CFA and Multi Dimensional tests provided some minor clue about the possible sub-
dimension characteristic of this particular construct, the distinguishing line of each 
dimension was very fine.  SEM was used to evaluate subdimension possibility.  The 
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model was created by setting three possible subdimensions and allowing them to 
correlate freely.  All nine items were assigned theoretically on three possible 
subdimensions of overall satisfaction, people satisfaction, and process satisfaction.  The 
result showed that all constructs were perfectly correlated to one another (range of 0.98-
1).  Therefore, the phenomenon may not have a subdimension.  Further investigation was 
discussed in the actual study.  At this point, only nine items represented the relationship 
satisfaction construct. 
  
THE IMPROVEMENT IN THE FINAL INSTRUMENT 
Besides shortening questionnaire length by minimizing redundancy and non-
critical items, two additional improvements were made.  The last item of relationship 
satisfaction (Unkind-Kind) was reversed to capture response bias as in the pretest for 
items Safe- Vulnerable and Positive-Negative.   
In terms of formatting, the ordering effect was fixed by ensuring the smooth flow 
of thought by, for example, eliminating page-breaks between items under the same 
construct.  In addition, all questions fitted onto three pages with bold “Thank you” at the 
end of page three and a full blank page was attached at the end.  This format may make 
the questionnaire appear less arduous.  The second half of the demographic items were 
moved to the end in order to utilize the “first page” space where the respondent tends to 
focus the most attention (Dillman, 2000).  The first half of the demographic information 
had to remain there to build the mood for the main items.  Furthermore, the numbers of 
questions were changed from continuously running for the whole questionnaire to 
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running only within its section and restarting with ”1”  in next section.  The lower 
numbers would make the respondent feel less “burn out” when working further in the 
questionnaire.  
Furthermore, on the envelope, four motivational statements were printed such as 
“ you can finish within less than 10 minutes ,” “no financial or sensitive information is 
asked,” “you donate forty baht (one dollar) to Lance’s Armstrong cancer’s research 
foundation when you participate (with attached wristband “LiveStrong”),” and “you help 
Thailand to manage the supply chain better through your participation.” 
Under the demographic items, the item regarding the expectation “to keep 
relationship in the future” was adjusted by dropping the “never think about it” option in 
order to force the respondent to think.  The result of the pretest showed that respondents 
tend to select this easy option (18%).  It is important to note that Superior-Inferior still 
showed under relationship satisfaction, but was used as a demographic item, rather than 
included for analyzing the relationship satisfaction.  All validity checks were run again to 
validate the trimmed version of this questionnaire.  All indicators perform better as 
shown in Appendix E. 
At this point, the modified questionnaire was satisfactory.  It was anticipated that 
the larger sample used for the survey would provide better support for reliability and 
validity of the theoretical model, and the items of concern receive a great deal of attention 
in the Chapter 4 analysis. 
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DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS 
 Once the survey instrument was deemed acceptable through the pretest, the 
survey was mailed to the final sample following the same five-step process as described 
above in the survey pretest section.  The rest of the list obtained from the NSOT 435 
contact was used.  Aside from the item changes made in purification, only one change 
was made to the format of the survey.  The number of items on the relationship 
satisfaction was reduced from 21 items to 9 items.  The removal of each item was 
justified by combination of scale purification (reliability) and the judgment of the 
researcher.  Although the greater number of items is suitable for the scale, the risk of 
response bias also increases significantly, given that the respondents answer these items 
after answering all the influence strategy items.  Therefore, the researcher saw the need to 
reduce the number of items to a level that was comfortably managed within 8-9 minutes.  
The number of reverse items was reduced from two to one because it put more stress on 
the respondent.  In addition, the length of the questionnaire was shortened a great deal; 
therefore, the responding bias due to the workload was of less concern. 
Hoyle (1995) defined SEM as a comprehensive statistical approach to testing 
hypotheses about relations among observed and latent variables.  SEM was used because 
of its ability to test directional relations among variables used in the equation.  The 
proposed model and research hypotheses were evaluated using Anderson and Gerbing’s 
(1988) two-step approach supported by AMOS modeling software.  The measurement 
model specifies the relations of the observed measures to their posited underlying 
constructs to one another.  Analysis of the measurement model provides a confirmatory 
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assessment of reliability and constructs validity.  The test of the structural model then 
constitutes a confirmatory assessment of nomological validity.  In addition, three nested 
models – the theoretical model, a null structural submodel, in which all parameters 
relating the constructs to one another are fixed at zero, and a saturated structural 
submodel,  in which all possible parameters relating the constructs to one another are 
estimated – were analyzed to assess the fit of the theoretical model.  
Again, SEM does not have a single statistical test of model strength, and some are 
better than others, depending on sample size and their assumptions (Marsh, 1994; Rigdon, 
1996).  Therefore, a number of quality-of-fit measures are used in combination to assess 
the overall fit, comparative fit to the null model, and model parsimony (Garver and 
Mentzer, 1999, Hair et al., 1998).  The first test of overall fit is the significance and 
magnitude of the hypothesized paths, which are central to the theory.  In addition, the 
significance of the chi-square statistic and the root mean square error of approximation 
(RMSEA), both of which determine the degree to which the model predicts the observed 
covariance matrix, was examined.  The significance level of the chi-square statistic 
should be greater than 0.05 to reject the null hypothesis that the actual and predicted 
matrices are different, and the RMSEA must be between .05 and .08 to be acceptable 
(Hair et al., 1998).  The comparative fit index (CFI) and Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) were 
used to compare the model fit to that of the null model.  Both of these values are 
recommended to be greater than .90 (Hair et al., 1998).  In order to assess model 
parsimony, the normal chi-square was adjusted for the degrees of freedom (CMIN).  The 
CMIN should have a value of less than 3.0 to be acceptable (Hair et al., 1998).  All of 
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these measures were chosen due to their frequent use in SEM and their appropriateness 
for use with larger samples (Garver and Mentzer, 1999; Marsh, 1994; Golicic 2003).  
These results are all discussed in Chapter 4.  
  
SUMMARY 
 The theoretical model presented in Chapter 2 was tested using a mail survey and 
analyzed using structural equation modeling.  This chapter presented information on 
methodology including information on the research design, measure development and 
purification, and data collection and analysis.  The methodology followed accepted 
practices in each stage of the research.  A pretest was conducted on a smaller sample 
from the focal population to test and refine the survey measures.  The following chapter 
presents the results of the data analysis from the final survey.  
   
 158
 CHAPTER 4: DATA ANALYSIS 
This chapter explains the real study survey data analyses and results of hypotheses 
testing. First, sample descriptive statistics are presented, including sample response rate, 
demographics, descriptive statistics, and non-response bias.  The next section examines 
construct validity and reliability of the real study data for each of the constructs in the 
interorganizational influence strategies and relationship satisfaction model.  In the last 
section, the results of statistical analyses, hypotheses testing, and the overall fit indicators 
are presented.  Descriptive statistics were calculated using SPSS 13.0 and NCSS 2001.  
Structural equation modeling analyses were conducted using AMOS 5.0.   
  
REAL STUDY 
The real study survey adopted the same procedures as those of pretest survey.  
The invitation packages were sent out to validate the key respondents, notify the 
respondent of the survey, and ensure delivery.  Of the 435 invitation packages, six were 
returned due to incorrect addresses, reducing the total sample to 429.  A week later, 228 
acceptance post cards were returned indicating willingness to participate in this study and 
some providing the key informant.  Fourteen days after mailing 228 surveys, including 
wristbands and consent forms, 195  completed surveys were returned.  The reminder 
postcards were sent out with a blank survey;  21 surveys were returned in the second 
wave.  Two surveys were excluded because of the response bias, which was detected by 
whether or not the respondents catch the reverse item at the very end of the relationship 
satisfaction section.  Nine surveys were excluded because of missing data.  The effective 
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response rate was 47.5 percent.  Five records were excluded from the NCSS result of 
outlier check.  
  
NON-RESPONSE BIAS  
Three tests were conducted to assess the existence of non-response bias.  First, the 
first wave and the second wave surveys were compared against one another; the results 
from independent sample t-test found no difference in any item (α<.05).  Second, the first 
wave surveys were classified as early or late depending on the length of time between the 
initial mailing date and the postmark date (Armstrong and Overton, 1977).  There were 
153 survey responses within the first seven days and these were classified as early 
responses, while the rest (41) were considered late responses.  An independent samples t-
test revealed there were no significant differences (α<.05) on any item for the two groups.  
In addition, 10 non-respondents were contacted via phone and asked to verbally complete 
five substantive survey items.  The responses from these 10 non-respondents were tested 
to determine if they were significantly different from those of the respondents (Mentzer 
and Flint, 1997).  The non-significant findings indicated that non-response bias was not a 
concern.  
 
DATA INTEGRITY  
Two people were hired to assist the researcher in the data entry process.  Real 
study responses were manually entered into an Excel spreadsheet and independently re-
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keyed a second time.  Results of the first and second data entry were compared to ensure 
accuracy in the data. 
 
MISSING DATA TREATMENT  
To attain the highest quality of information, all nine surveys with missing data 
were excluded.  This practice is appropriate when the number of completed surveys is 
more than sufficient for calculation.  Two surveys with the presence of response bias also 
were excluded.   
 
INDEPENDENCE TESTS  
One-way ANOVA tests were run comparing the item means by industry, by 
function, and customer-supplier role to determine the existence of possible confounds.  
No significant differences were found (α = .05) and the data were determined to be free 
of confounds.  
  
DEMOGRAPHIC 
The respondents represented the food industry (62%), chemical industry (36%), 
and other (2%).  The respondents were asked to choose either customer or supplier as a 
trading partner on which to base their answers; 61% chose customer, 27% chose supplier, 
and the rest (12%) said the trading partners are both suppliers and customers (dual role 
situation).  Although the dual role situation logically should have no serious impact on 
the overall answer, the dual role possibly confuses some respondents.  Therefore, the 
independence test based on different roles was run and the result showed that there was 
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no significant difference in all items at α = 0.05 (Appendix I).  The respondents were 
asked how long they have been doing business with that trading partner.  Greater than 
85% of the firms had a relationship of over 5 years,  and 75% expected to keep doing 
business with this particular partner for  more than 5 five years in the future.  By 
functions, 68% were in manufacturing, 12% in wholesale, 10% in retail, 5% in logistics 
and distribution, and 5 % in other (e.g., software/technology, service, engineering, etc).   
At the end of the questionnaire, two sets of three questions addressed the level of 
dependence between the respondent and trading partner.  The first set was based on the 
dependency the respondent’s firm has on its partner, and the second set was reversed.  
Again, 68% of respondents showed the power symmetry structure.  The second 
checkpoint (inferior-superior) also confirmed the conclusion by its normal distribution.  
 
NORMALITY TEST  
 Data distribution characteristics for the sample data, including means, standard 
deviations, degree of skew, and kurtosis, are reported in Appendix G.  All 33 items in the 
influence strategies were measured on 5-point Likert-type scales.  Based on, the 
Martinez-Iglewicz statistics, most items possessed normality.  The mean values ranged 
from 1.48 to 3.30, with standard deviations ranging from 0.86 to 1.14.  The nine items of 
relationship satisfaction were measured on a 7-point semantic differential scale.  The 
means over 0, all had a full range of answers (from -3 to 3) and standard deviations 
ranging from 1.39 to 1.74.  These were considered acceptable levels of range and 
deviation and therefore no items were deleted based on these results.  
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Further analysis of data for non-normal distribution of items was conducted using 
statistical tests for skew and kurtosis (Appendix H).  Two items (LegalP3 and LegalP4) 
exhibited skew above 1.5.  Each of these items also had high levels of kurtosis (2.89 and 
2.21 respectively).  Both items had a full range of seven and variances between 1.00 and 
1.43 that were considered acceptable levels.  Thus, all items were retained for further 
investigation.    
 
SCALE CONFIRMATION 
Scale confirmation is achieved through unidimensionality, reliability, and 
construct validity, and evidenced in the various elements of AMOS output, including 
goodness-of-fit indicators, standardized regression weights, modification indices, squared 
multiple correlations, and standardized residuals.  Unidimensionality is manifest in the 
overall goodness-of-fit of the model, convergent validity, and discriminant validity 
(Anderson and Gerbing, 1988; Garver and Mentzer, 1999; Hair et al., 1998).  Goodness-
of-fit measures the degree to which the observed input matrix is predicted by the 
estimated model.  Convergent validity is achieved when observed items demonstrate 
substantial loadings (≥ .70) on the constructs they were designed to measure.  
Discriminant validity is achieved when the observed variables load more heavily on the 
constructs they were designed to measure than those they were not designed to measure.  
Scales exhibiting both convergent and discriminant validity are deemed unidimensional.  
Analyses for unidimensionality, reliability, and construct validity are presented in the 
following section.  
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Figure 4-1 Real Study Measurement Model with Estimates 
 
MEASUREMENT MODEL  
A confirmatory measurement model (Figure 4-1), allowing all latent variables to 
correlate with each other and with individual manifest variables loading on their 
appropriate latent variable, was run in AMOS.  The maximum likelihood estimation was 
used as it is the most common estimation procedure for theory-based models (Anderson 
and Gerbing, 1988; Hair et al., 1998).  The measurement model is shown in Appendix G.  
The nested model approach was used as in the pretest.  All three models, even the parallel, 
show an acceptable fit level.  The proposed model showed a best fit (Table IV-2).  No 
offending estimates (i.e., those with negative variance or loadings greater than 1.0) were 
found.  Various components of the SEM output – standardized regression weights, 
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squared multiple correlations, standardized residuals, modification indices, and goodness-
of-fit indicators – were used to confirm the scales through their unidimensionality, 
reliability and construct validity.   
 
UNIDIMENSIONALITY 
Unidimensionality is demonstrated through the overall goodness-of-fit of the 
model, the convergence of items on the latent variable they purport to measure, and the 
discriminance of items on latent variables they are not intended to measure (Anderson 
and Gerbing, 1984; Gerbing and Anderson, 1988).  The unidimensionality was 
supplemented with individual factor unidimensionality tests in SPSS, the results of which 
are shown in Appendix G and table 4-1.  All individual factor tests showed significant 
loadings with one factor explaining the majority of the variance.  In examining 
standardized residual among constructs, no serious large residual (>3) was found.  
 
 
Table 4-1 Goodness-of-fit Measurement Model with Real Study Data 
 
Model CMIN/DF 1 TLI 3 CFI 4 RMSEA 2 
Real Study Parallel 1.996 0.88 0.88 0.070 
Real Study Tau Equivalent 1.801 0.91 0.91 0.060 
Real Study Congeneric 1.712 0.92 0.92 0.060 
Saturated model   1  
Independence model 9.488 0 0 0.210 
1
 < 5 indicates acceptable fit level, < 2 = good fit 
2
 <.05 = very good, <.08 = acceptable, <.10 = mediocre, ≥.10 = poor errors of 
approximation 
3 
≥ .80 = acceptable  fit, ≥ .90 = good fit 
4 
≥ .80 = acceptable  fit, ≥ .90 = good fit  (Byrne 2001) 
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Other large residual of the items within the same constructs was addressed later 
because it indicated a different issue.  The modification index also showed minor 
modification (<15.0).   Unidimensionality was satisfied at this point, but it was further 
examined in the tests for convergent and discriminant validity.  
 
RELIABILITY 
Evaluating the result of Cronbach’s alpha satisfied the reliability of the 
measurement model, construct reliability, and the extracted variance, as presented in 
summary Table (Table 4-2).  All Cronbach’s alpha and construct reliability were well 
above 0.7.  In addition, all variance extracts were well above 0.5.  Therefore, reliability 
was satisfied.  
 
Table 4-2 Unidimensionality & Reliability Result for Real Study 
 
   Measurement Model 
Construct 
# of Item / 
Unidimensionality 
Cronbach's 
Alpha (>0.7) 
Construct 
Reliability 
(>0.7) 
Variance 
Extracted 
(>0.5) 
IndPos 4/ 0.798 0.916 0.918 0.736 
IndNeg 4/0.680 0.842 0.836 0.574 
Recom 4/0.731 0.877 0.877 0.642 
InfoEx 4/0.732 0.876 0.880 0.653 
Request 4/0.659 0.827 0.830 0.551 
Promise 4/0.797 0.915 0.916 0.732 
LegPlea 4/0.840 0.937 0.937 0.788 
Coercive 5/0.851 0.956 0.956 0.814 
RelSat 9/0.783 0.979 0.965 0.755 
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CONVERGENT VALIDITY 
 Convergent validity was assessed by examining the analysis of the 
magnitude, direction, and statistical significance of the parameter estimates between 
latent constructs and their indicators.  The regression weights and standardized regression 
weights for each item are listed in Appendix H.  The critical ratio (c.r.) test statistic 
represents the estimated regression weight divided by its standard error; a c.r. test statistic 
≥ 1.96 (α = .05) indicates the hypothesis (that the estimate equals zero) can be rejected 
(Byrne, 2001).  All parameters have acceptable c.r. values, and all are significantly 
different than zero.  However, there are only four standardized estimates lower than .70, 
but still well above 0.50, indicating marginal loading.  To summarize, the majority 
(90 %) of standardized regression weights in the measurement model were above the .70 
recommended criteria, and two items (5 %) were between .60 and .69.  Two items (5%) 
produced marginal standardized regression weights between .50 and .59.  There was no 
seriously low loading such as <0.40; therefore, convergent validity was satisfied.  In 
addition, all the estimated parameters were significantly different from zero, and all were 
retained and subjected to further analysis in subsequent tests.  
 
 DISCRIMINANT VALIDITY 
Discriminant validity was accessed by the test of chi-square difference suggested 
by Garver and Mentzer (1999).  Two models of paired constructs were compared.  In the 
first model, the correlation between paired constructs was set to one, while the second 
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model was freely estimated.  The result of different chi-square appears in Table 4-3 
below at the significance level of 0.001.  
In addition, the absence of high modification indices (>50) among constructs (as 
highlighted in Table 4-4) and low correlation among constructs (<0.7) supported a 
satisfied discriminant validity. 
 
Table 4-3 Chi-square Difference Test 
 
  
Indirect 
Positive 
Indirect
Negativ 
Recom 
mend 
Info 
Exchan Request Promise 
Legal 
Plea Coerciv 
Indirect 
Negative 349.57   
Recom 
mend 309.61 363.56   
Info 
Exchange 463.80 366.45 347.69   
Request 282.16 223.27 269.54 269.13   
Promise 413.30 355.35 313.28 468.28 284.20   
Legal 
Plea 552.34 326.62 400.59 459.95 238.90 550.36  
Coercive 508.64 309.67 393.12 462.27 255.80 518.16 530.38 
RelSat 409.38 300.82 356.41 464.36 277.73 404.98 586.13 706.85
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Table 4-4 Modification Indices 
 
Covariance M.I. Par Change
Kind <--> Recom* 11.20 0.15
Profit <--> Infox* 10.25 -0.19
Profit <--> Kind 16.00 0.19
InfoX5 <--> Coer5* 11.62 0.09
Producti <--> Profit 12.79 0.21
Good <--> Respect 16.83 0.17
Coer2 <--> InfoX5* 12.61 -0.11
Coer3 <--> Coer5 15.18 -0.05
Coer4 <--> Coer2 44.65 -0.14
Coer4 <--> Coer3 27.24 0.08
LegalP2 <--> LegalP1 13.78 0.05
LegalP3 <--> Coer4* 13.69 -0.06
LegalP4 <--> LegalP3 37.46 0.11
InfoX4 <--> Producti* 14.86 -0.20
IndPos4 <--> Coer2* 12.54 0.07
IndNeg3 <--> IndNeg4 42.52 0.42
Regression Weights M.I. Par Change
Coer5 <--- InfoX5* 13.85 0.11
IndNeg4 <--- IndNeg3 27.83 0.31
Please <--- LegalP3 10.64 -0.2
Please <--- LegalP4 14.26 -0.21
IndNeg2 <--- LegalP1 11.25 0.15
IndNeg3 <--- IndNeg4 27.91 0.32
 
*Highlighted only items of high MI between constructs  
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CONCEPTUAL MODEL 
Since the measurement model was acceptable, the conceptual model was 
proposed as Figure 4-2.  The conceptual model provides an excellent fit as summarized in 
Table 4-5 and Appendix H  
When considering whether affective satisfaction may be divided into 
subdimensions, CFA result and multi-dimensional testing from the pretest data weakly 
demonstrated the possibility for three sub dimensions.  However, the results of SEM 
pretest data did not support subdivision.   The data from real study was used in SEM to 
finalize the subdimension conclusion.  Three alternative SEM models were proposed to 
address the subdimension potential (Appendix G):  
1) Simple Model: all nine items under one relationship satisfaction. 
2) Second Order Model: Nine items separated into three subdimensions 
(overall, people, and process).  Three subdimensions were treated as first order constructs 
attached to the relationship satisfaction as a higher order construct. 
3) Three dependent construct models:  All influence strategies affected 
people satisfaction and process satisfaction through over satisfaction.  Nine items still 
separated into three dependent constructs.  The overall satisfaction construct led to people 
satisfaction and process construct (OÎPP). 
4) Another variation of three dependent construct models: all influence 
strategies affect the overall satisfaction through both people satisfaction and process 
satisfaction (PPÎO).  
The result of fit indices are presented in Table 4-5 
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Figure 4-2 Proposed Conceptual Model with Estimates 
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Table 4-5 Alternative Models Comparison 
Model CMIN/DF 1 TLI 2 CFI 3 RMSEA 4 PCLOSE Note 
Simple 
Model 
1.712 0.916 0.924 0.060 0.002 
Second Order 1.709 0.916 0.924 0.060 0.002 *Inadmissible
OÎPP 1.705 0.917 0.925 0.060 0.002 *Inadmissible
PPÎO 1.881 0.896 0.907 0.067 0.000 *Inadmissible
Independence 
model 
9.49 0.00 0.00 0.21 0.00 
1
 < 5 indicates acceptable fit level, < 2 = good fit 
2 
≥ .80 = acceptable fit, ≥ .90 = good fit 
3 
≥ .80 = acceptable fit, ≥ .90 = good fit (Byrne 2001) 
 4
 <.05 = very good, <.08 = acceptable, <.10 = mediocre, ≥.10 = poor errors of 
approximation 
* Inadmissible : negative variance estimate(s)  
  All models show a close fit, but the simple model showed the best fit without 
offending estimation.  The second model showed inadmissible results from negative 
variance at people satisfaction construct and overall construct 
The 3-dependent construct model I was also inadmissible because the negative 
variance at people satisfaction.  The fourth model, 3-dependent construct II, also was 
inadmissible because of the negative variance on the overall satisfaction construct.     
With real study data, the partial model of all nine items under three 
subdimensions was run by letting each subdimension freely covariate.  The correlations 
among constructs showed extremely high values in the range of 0.98-1.02, which 
supported the theoretical justification that affective satisfaction is evaluated holistically.  
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In sum, subdimension was not a suitable alternative method.  The fit indices were 
almost the same, but they are inadmissible because of the offending estimate.  Therefore, 
the simple single dimension model is good for affective satisfaction.  Again, the nature of 
this phenomenon can be seen as the overall feeling, which may not be step-by-step 
evaluation, but it will the overall feeling toward something holistically.   
 
CONCEPTUAL MODEL IMPROVEMENT: MODIFICATION INDEX AND THEORETICAL 
JUSTIFICATION 
Modification indices showed highly correlated error terms under the same 
construct.  Although the error term is supposed to be unique, in some circumstances the 
items can perform related error.  For example, the items 31, 32, 33, and 34 asked about 
events that can happen as a consequence of each other (comparable time series effect), 
therefore, they naturally indicate correlated error.  The same finding was also true with 
Legal Plea 3 and Legal Plea 4 and Indirect Negative 3 and Indirect Negative 4.  The 
highly correlated items are not necessarily problematic, if it is theoretical justifiable.  
They represent the nature of phenomenon and high redundancy.  This model could allow 
error term correlate to improve the fit.  However, the objective of this study is not try to 
find the model with the best “fit”, but to justify the model that makes the most sense of 
the phenomenon.  The model with correlated error terms, although is theoretically 
justified, still raises questions about the quality of measurement.  Since the all fit indices 
demonstrated well, the high MI error terms in the proposed model were either left 
uncorrelated or eliminated. 
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 Understandably, the highly correlated items also represent indifference in content 
or redundancy.  If the construct meets the “at least three” items per construct, one of the 
correlated items could be eliminated without hurting the content.  LegalPlea 3 and 
IndNeg3 could be eliminated because of high kurtosis and high correlation with the other 
items under the same construct and moderate cross loading with other constructs.  Once 
Legal Plea 3 was eliminated, Legal Plea 2 had to be retained to meet “at least three 
items,” although it showed mild correlation within Legal Plea.  InfoX 5 was eliminated 
because of its cross-loading nature with other constructs.  Coercive 2 was eliminated 
because it highly correlated with other coercive items, and the content was very similar to 
Coercive 3. 
Relationship satisfaction now included had 9 items, and the subdimension was not 
supported.  In practice, complex models can become unwieldy if a large number of latent 
variables with a large number of indicators are present.  
A general rule of thumb is that measurement models have difficulty estimating 
over 5 items for a given latent variable (Garver and Mentzer, 1999).  Therefore, the 
number of items could be reduced to five or six under relationship satisfaction.  Based on 
the modification index, three of out nine items under relationship satisfaction could be 
eliminated to obtain a simpler model.  Profit and productivity showed highly correlated 
error terms with other constructs (InfoX4).  Respect shared the same trait with Good-Bad.  
The new, improved model of three to four items per influence strategy construct and six 
items under the satisfaction construct appear in Figure 4-3. 
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Figure 4-3: Modified Conceptual Model with Estimates 
 
The modified theoretical model resulted in good fit indicators (CMIN/DF = 1.311, 
TLI = 0.967, CFI= 0.971, RMSEA = 0.040, PCLOSE =0.985).  All paths connecting 
latent variables in the model were significant to 0.01.  This lower significance level is 
necessary when using maximum likelihood estimation on larger sample sizes (Hair et al., 
1998).   
The acceptable convergent and discriminant validity from the measurement model 
along with the good fit of the structural model confirms nomological validity of the 
theory (Anderson and Gerbing, 1988).  The solution to this theoretical model was used to 
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evaluate the eight hypotheses developed and presented in Chapter 2.  An evaluation of 
each of the hypotheses is presented in the following subsection.  
 
HYPOTHESIS TESTING 
 Hypothesis H1a stated that the use of positive indirect communication influence 
strategy would have a positive impact on relationship satisfaction.  Based on the positive 
gamma path estimate  of 0.41 (Appendix F), this hypothesis was supported at the α = .01 
significant level.  
 Hypothesis H1b stated that the use of negative indirect communication influence 
strategy would have a negative impact on relationship satisfaction.  Based on the negative 
gamma path estimate  of -0.37 (Appendix F), this hypothesis was moderately supported 
at the α = .01 significant level.  
Hypothesis H2 stated that the use of information exchange strategy would have a 
positive impact on relationship satisfaction.  Based on the negative gamma path estimate  
of -0.19 (Appendix F), this hypothesis was significant at the α = .01 but the direction was 
reversed. 
Hypothesis H3 stated that the use of recommendation strategy would have a 
positive impact on relationship satisfaction.  Based on the positive gamma path estimate 
of 0.15 (Appendix F), this hypothesis was partially supported at the α = .01 significant 
level.  
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Hypothesis H4 stated that the use of request strategy would have a positive impact 
on relationship satisfaction.  Based on the positive gamma path estimate of 0.23 
(Appendix F), this hypothesis was partially supported at the α = .01 significant level.  
Hypothesis H5 stated that use of promise strategy would have a positive impact 
on relationship satisfaction.  Based on the positive gamma path estimate of 0.40 
(Appendix F), this hypothesis was supported at the α = .01 significant level.  
Hypothesis H6 stated that the use of legal plea would have a negative impact on 
relationship satisfaction.  Based on the negative gamma path estimate of -0.34 (Appendix 
F), this hypothesis was moderately supported at the α = .01 significant level.  
  Hypothesis H7 stated that the use of the coercive strategy would have a negative 
impact on relationship satisfaction.  Based on the negative gamma path estimate of -0.51 
(Appendix F), this hypothesis was supported at the α = .01 significant level.  
 
SUMMARY 
The structural equation model was analyzed in two steps per Anderson and 
Gerbing (1988).  Analysis of the measurement model performed an acceptable fit 
resulting in a good overall fit (RMSEA of .060, CFI of .916, TL = 924, CMIN of 1.712) 
and provided support for the reliability and construct validity of the remaining measures.  
Three alternative models were run to address the potential subdimensions under 
relationship satisfaction.  All alternative models exposed offending estimates, and thus 
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the model of all nine items under one overall construct was supported (the proposed 
model).  Modification indices suggested the improvement by dropping some minor 
problematic items.  The modified simpler model was significantly better than the 
proposed model (Goodness-of-fit of simpler model: CMIN/DF = 1.311, TLI = 0.967, 
CFI= 0.971, RMSEA = 0.040, PCLOSE =0.985).  The theoretical model also supported 
the contention of this dissertation that affective relationship satisfaction magnitude should 
be considered holistically and captured as a single overall construct.  All of the paths in 
the model were statistically significant, thus supporting each of the hypotheses presented 
in the dissertation.  Discussions of the conclusions and contributions from this research, 
along with opportunities for future research, are presented in the following chapter.  
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 CHAPTER 5:  CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 
  
 The purpose of this dissertation was to empirically test a theory-based structural 
equation model primarily investigating the effect of different interorganizational 
influence strategies on the relationship satisfaction from the target’s firm perspective.  
The research is distinct in that it integrated the indirect influence strategy construct into 
the influence strategy–satisfaction model.  In addition, the study was been conducted in 
the mixed power-dependence structure of business-to-business context.  Relationship 
satisfaction was measured as affective satisfaction, which was holistically evaluated.  
This differs from the previous research in the interorganizational influence area, which 
historically conducted research in a highly asymmetric power structure and utilized 
cognitive satisfaction.  In addition to adding a new construct of indirect influence strategy 
for empirical tests, the previously developed scales were also tested in the Thai business 
culture.    
A great deal of research has been conducted on interorganizational influence 
strategies in the marketing, channels, and logistics literature that attempts to explain the 
various impacts of using different influence strategies on the relationship satisfaction 
outcomes.  No theory, however, exists in the literature reviewed in Chapter 2 includes the 
components of indirect influence strategy into influence strategy-relationship model, or 
how to utilize the referent power relationships in order to achieve the compliance from 
trading partners without confrontation.  This dissertation attempted to do that by 
clarifying how indirect influence strategies affect the relationship satisfaction in 
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comparison to other influence strategies.  
The study attempted to empirically answer the primary question “How do the all 
influence strategies impact the target firm relationship satisfaction?”  The 
interorganizational influence strategy -relationship satisfaction structural equation model 
(IIRSSEM) presented in Chapter 3, and its associated research hypotheses, were deduced 
from the literature review presented in Chapter 2.  The eight hypotheses are summarized 
as follows:    
1) Hypothesis H1a stated that the use of positive indirect communication 
influence strategy has a positive impact on relationship satisfaction.  
2) Hypothesis H1b stated that the use of negative indirect communication 
influence strategy has a negative impact on relationship satisfaction.  
3) H2 stated that the use of information exchange strategy has a positive 
impact on relationship satisfaction. 
4) Hypothesis 2b stated that the use of recommendation strategy has a 
positive impact on relationship satisfaction. 
5) Hypothesis H4 stated that the use of request strategy has a positive impact 
on relationship satisfaction  
6) Hypothesis H5 stated that use of promise strategy has a positive impact on 
relationship satisfaction.  
7) Hypothesis H6 stated that the use of legal plea has a negative impact on 
relationship satisfaction  
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8) Hypothesis H7 stated that the use of coercive has a negative impact on 
relationship satisfaction  
In addition, the analysis of IIRS SEM also helped answer the secondary research questions 
such 
• How well does the indirect influence strategy compared to other influence 
strategies? 
• How do the all influence strategies-satisfaction concepts perform in the 
Thai business culture?  
• How do the scales adopted from previous research perform with Thai 
respondents? 
• How do the influence strategies perform in the mixed power-dependence 
structure in the Food and General Chemical industry in Bangkok, Thailand? 
 
DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS 
The model theorizing indirect influence strategies was found to have a greater 
impact than most direct influence strategies on relationship satisfaction.  These results are 
discussed in greater depth below; this is followed by discussions of each of the hypotheses.  
Although the hypotheses were supported, it is important to note that causation in the 
relationships cannot be concluded.  It was not methodologically possible to include every 
possible construct that might be connected to this theory, nor was it theoretically 
appropriate to test every possible path combination, which is the condition required to 
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conclude causation (Anderson and Gerbing, 1988; Loehlin, 1998).  
 
THEORETICAL MODEL  
The study revealed a simpler theoretical model that still effectively explains this 
phenomenon.  Most interorganizational influence research (Boyle et al., 1992; 
Bandyopadhyay and Robicheaux, 1998) never included indirect influence strategy in the 
model.  Although all previous research applied the theoretical foundation implying 
influence strategies as the way to use power, the reference power, which can be utilized 
through indirect influence strategy, has never been studied.  The paths from positive 
indirect influence strategy are the second largest after coercive influence strategy, while 
negative influence strategy is the fourth largest compared to other types of influence 
strategies (Table 5-1).  This supports the significant impact of these two new constructs in 
understanding this phenomenon.  In addition, when comparing the final modified 
theoretical model to the alternative models (satisfaction items are separated in either three 
subdimensions or first order constructs), the single relationship satisfaction construct 
model was the only valid model and provided the best fit (no offending estimate, RMSEA 
= 0.40, PClose = 0.985, CFI of .971 ,TLI =967).   
 
Hypothesis H1a stated that the use of the positive indirect communication 
influence strategy whould have a positive impact on relationship satisfaction.  This 
hypothesis was supported with a positive relationship (path weight 0.41) and it was 
statistically significant to α = .01.   
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Table 5-1 Hypotheses Evaluation Summary 
 
Hypothesis Proposed 
Relationship
Empirical 
Results 
Significant 
at α =0.01 
Interpretation* 
Positive Indirect Î 
Relationship Satisfaction 
Positive + 0.41 Yes Supported 
Negative Indirect Î 
Relationship Satisfaction 
Negative - 0.37 Yes Moderately Supported
Information Exchange Î 
Relationship Satisfaction 
Positive - 0.19 Yes Not Supported 
(Reverse Direction)  
Recommendation Î 
Relationship Satisfaction 
Positive + 0.15 Yes Partially Supported 
Request Î  
Relationship Satisfaction 
Positive + 0.23 Yes Partially Supported 
Promise Î  
Relationship Satisfaction 
Positive + 0.40 Yes Supported 
Legal Plea Î 
Relationship Satisfaction 
Negative - 0.34 Yes Moderately Supported
Coercive Î  
Relationship Satisfaction 
Negative - 0.51 Yes Supported 
 
* Partially Supported (<0.25), Moderately Supported (0.26-0.39), Supported (0.40-0.69), Strongly  
Supported (>0.70) 
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 Compared to all other influence strategies, the positive indirect influence strategy 
was ranked as having the second largest impact on relationship satisfaction; just slightly 
less than the coercive influence strategy (0.51).  This finding is significant for individuals 
who deal with interorganizational relationship management, such as sales manager, 
purchasing manager, or logistics and supply chain managers, because this proactive 
approach provides a conflict solution strategy to lessen confrontation in relationship 
interactions.  For example, a firm can build a reputation as “on time delivery only.”  Any 
suppliers who want to have business with this firm will know what they should (or should 
not) do up front.  In addition, such a reputation will help to attract only capable suppliers 
and screen out those who are not. 
Hypothesis H1b stated that the negative indirect communication influence strategy 
would have a negative impact on relationship satisfaction.  This hypothesis was supported 
with a negative relationship (path weight 0.37) and was statistically significant to α = .01.  
Comparable to previous Word-of-Mouth research, the negative indirect influence strategy 
was a phenomenon distinct from positive influence strategy.  In the other words, this study 
found that the negative indirect influence strategy explained 37% of the variance in 
relationship satisfaction.  The negative influence strategy created a negative preconception 
that could serve as a warning sign.  To avoid negative consequences, the target firms often 
change their behavior to avoid confrontation.  In collectivist cultures, where individuals 
tend to share information with each other, the warning or negative word of mouth spreads 
faster.  In Word-of-Mouth theory, negative stories disseminate quickly because of the 
serious consequence.  Although this study was based on on-going relationships, the level 
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of the negative indirect influence strategy is still quite high (almost equal to the positive 
one).  In the managerial sense, a bad reputation drives off potential suppliers and limits 
opportunities for good business.  For example, once suppliers hear about unfair practices 
encountered when doing business with one major retailer, the supplier’s sales people avoid 
initiating business with that particular retailer.  This avoidance results in the retailer 
loosing the opportunity  to have good supplier selection.  In other words, firms should pay 
attention to this social disadvantage and try to neutralize it if possible.   
  
Hypothesis 2 stated that the use of the information exchange strategy would have a 
positive impact on relationship satisfaction.  However, the reverse effects were found in 
this study with negative relationships (path weight -0.19) at a statistically significant α 
= .01 level.  The negative impact can be explained as a combination of the characteristic of 
the Thai culture and the mixed power-dependence structure, although the culture seems to 
be the primary reason.  Previous research conducted in western culture  has shown the 
positive impact of this strategy because it is a soft-handed strategy, although it is direct 
interaction.  However, in the Thai culture, any interaction could be considered 
confrontation, especially since one wants the other to comply.  For example, when the 
trading partner shows the intention to talk over something face- to-face, Thais usually 
assume the something unusual is going on.  One practitioner in the focus group said that 
direct conversation with a trading partner generally puts pressure on them regardless of the 
issues.  Therefore, frequent direct communication is not a common practice among Thai 
businesses.  The trading partner would likely practice the philosophy of “talking is silver, 
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but silence is gold” by not initiating direct conversation if not necessary.  In addition, 
ambiguous communication such as in an information exchange was seen as insulting one’s 
intelligence.  This statement is supported by the Hofstede’s culture dimension, Uncertainty 
Avoidance (UAI).  A high value (64) of UAI indicates that ambiguity creates confusion, 
and eventually the awkward feeling leads to loss of face and over time becomes insulting.  
For example, a few practitioners in the focus group also made comments that “beating 
around the bush” is the same as playing mind games and as is considered to be insulting.  
In the worst case, the ambiguity may be viewed as “forwarding a hidden agenda” and may 
be interpreted as soliciting for a bribe.  This is, unfortunately, a common practice among 
Thais. 
The symmetrical power structure also contributes to this negative effect.  The 
target firm thinks it is equally important; therefore, being respected is very important (as 
mentioned in Chapter 2 as Rak Sa Nah, or “saving face”).  When one party initiates a 
conversation without a clear direction, the other party easily interprets it as “playing mind 
games” and “acting disrespectful.”  In addition, ambiguous communication or silence is 
the way to express that a firm is “unsatisfied” in a collectivist culture like Thai and 
Japanese.  Given the fact that Asians are quite reserved, talking things out is not the norm.   
In summary, ambiguous content in information exchange serves as a clue that 
“something is wrong here,” and consequently the indefinite direction puts pressure on the 
other party to define it on his/her own.  The confusion of ambiguity and searching for the 
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problem serves as social punishment.  Therefore, it is logical that the results of this 
research demonstrate a negative impact to relationship satisfaction.   
From a managerial standpoint, a firm should avoid the “beat around the bush” 
approach and be more precise and to the point.  The non-aggressive approach, although it 
sounds polite, does not always translate into satisfaction.   
Based on the findings, the information exchange influence strategy accounted for 
19% of the variance in relationship satisfaction, which is considered a weak impact.  The 
impact could be higher. The selected situation of on-going relationships might bias against 
this impact because respondents tend to base their answers on positive relationships, which 
may overshadow the weak negative influence strategy.  For example, when respondents 
evaluate the irritation created from information exchange with the trading partners they 
like, the favoritism toward this partner may bias against the irritation.  In this case, the 
respondent may either forgive or forget the irritation; therefore, the negative impact may 
be smaller than it would otherwise be.  Future research should replicate the current study 
using bad relationships and in other cultures. 
Hypothesis H3 stated that the use of the recommendation strategy has a positive 
impact on relationship satisfaction.  This hypothesis was supported with a positive 
relationship (path weight .19) and was statistically significant to α = .01.  Recent research 
in this area (Bandyopadhyay and Robicheaux, 1998; Maloni and Benton, 2000) found 
empirical support for a positive relationship between the use of recommendation and 
relationship satisfaction.  The recommendation strategy was positive because it represents 
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caring treatment by the source firm.  This statement is supported by the result of the 
modification index; the item Kind-Unkind tends to cross load with recommendation.  
Based on the findings, the recommendation influence strategy accounted for 19% of the 
variance in relationship satisfaction, which is considered a weak impact.  However, this 
result is consistent with the findings of most previous research.  
 One possibility for the weak impact may be derived from the stage of the 
relationship.  The relationships selected to answer in this study tended to be mature (85% > 
5 years), while the recommendation may be used heavily on the early relationship 
development stage.  It may difficult for respondents to recall the past accurately.  If that is 
the case, future researchers should conduct the same study based on the stage of 
relationship development and then compare the results.  
Another possibility  for the weak support, the soft-handed strategy, generally tends 
to show weaker impact when the other stronger influence strategies are present.  The 
stronger influence strategies (e.g. coercive legal plea promise) tend to be more intense; 
therefore, the target firm tends to memorize and recognize the softer one more.   
From a managerial standpoint, although the impact from recommendation is weak, 
it still contributes toward relationship satisfaction.  A firm may use this strategy in a non 
urgent situation, as a preventive approach, or during the relationship developing stage.   
Hypothesis H4 stated that the use of the request strategy has a positive impact on 
relationship satisfaction.  This hypothesis was supported with a positive relationship (path 
weight .23) and was statistically significant to α = .01.  This finding substantiates results 
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from previous research conducted in western culture (Boyle et al. 1992).  Within Thai 
culture and its mixed power-dependence structure, the use of the request strategy still 
showed a positive impact on relationship satisfaction.  Kale (1989) and Bandyopadhyay 
and Robicheaux (1998) found that request strategy has a negative impact on satisfaction in 
Indian culture.  Unlike India, Thailand does not have a strong social caste system where 
the request strategy could be seen as a form of “order” or an exercise of legitimate power.  
In Thai culture, the request strategy is considered a personal favor and seen as “polite” or 
“helpful,” not as an order or social obligation.  Regarding verbal communication, the Thai 
language has an exact way of expressing the real meaning of a request as to “politely ask 
for a favor.”  For example, the meaning of “Kor-Rong” or “request”  in Thai language 
naturally integrates the notion of personal favor and “please” into it, while the term such 
“Kor” or “ask for” is used as an order or when social obligation is implied. 
Like other direct communication influence strategies, although this construct 
showed significant positive impact, the weight was low (0.23).  The presence of other, 
stronger constructs contributed to this weak support.   
In a managerial sense, the firm could implement the request strategy as a proactive 
approach or during the relationship development stage to promote satisfaction.  Compared 
to the recommendation strategy, the request strategy is a more precise direction; therefore, 
it could be used in more urgent situations such as emergency overnight shipments, 
emergency short notice orders, etc.  In fact, asking for a personal favor promotes better 
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cooperation with the target firm.  In addition, the expected return favor also promotes the 
sense of “long term” cooperation between trading partners. 
Hypothesis H5 stated that use of the promise strategy would have positive impact 
on relationship satisfaction.  This hypothesis was supported with a positive relationship 
(path weight .40) and was statistically significant to α = .01.  This finding is consistent 
with previous research in different power structures and in western culture.  This finding 
shows quite strong support because 40% of the variance in relationship satisfaction comes 
from the use of a promise strategy such as a bonus system when quotas are exceeded, 
volume discount incentives to motivate purchasing in larger volume, or monetary 
incentives for providing extra services.  The economic benefit is tangible; therefore, the 
extra benefit from this influence strategy obviously motivates trading partners.  Ironically, 
some practitioners in the face validity focus groups commented that “the existence of the 
corruption and the bribe system support the popularity of using the promise influence 
strategy in the Thai business culture.”  In addition, the gift-giving culture among Thai 
people also supports the exercise of motivating compliance by providing extra benefits.   
Some previous research (Gundlach and Cadotte 1994) found reverse effects in 
simulation settings because the “not keeping promises” practice interferes with the result, 
but that was not the case in this study.  With a long history, over 5 years and still going, 
the mature stage of a relationship may overlook those details.  Promise influence strategy 
possibly has a different impact than in the previous relationship development stage.  That 
will allow for future research in this area.    
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From a managerial standpoint, although the promise strategy performs in a timely 
and precise manner, the promised incentive creates expenses or opportunity cost to the 
firm.  In addition, the use of economic incentives is a two-edged sword.  It may create an 
expectation that could not be consistently fulfilled in the future.  For example, using a 
volume incentive when a product is out of season may create the expectation of the “same 
deal” when the product is in season.  
Hypothesis H6 stated that the use of legal plea would have a negative impact on 
relationship satisfaction.  This hypothesis was supported with a negative relationship (path 
weight .34) and was statistically significant to α = .01.  Most previous studies proposed 
that the use of the legal plea strategy has a negative impact on satisfaction and the 
empirical tests have consistently confirmed this belief (Boyle et al., 1992; Kale, 1989; 
Lush and Brown, 1983; Gundlach and Cadotte, 1994; Bandyopadhyay and Robicheaux, 
1998; Maloni and Benton, 2000).   
This study found that the use of legal pleas explained 34% of the variance in 
relationship magnitude, which is considered a moderate impact.  This moderate impact can 
be explained by unfamiliarity with this influence strategy among Thais and the stage of 
relationship development.  Unlike Americans, Thais are not familiar with the use of the 
legal plea.  This can be explained by the perspective of collectivism.  The on-going 
relationship is business between two parties, and legal entities are considered outsiders 
(third parties) who may need to intervene when the two trading partners have a very 
serious issue; in fact, it is an indicator of the end of the good relationship.  Again, the 
mixed power structure and the Thai collectivist culture lessen the weight of this particular 
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influence strategy.  According to the survey data, in order to achieve higher levels of 
satisfaction, the legal plea influence strategy should be used less or not used at all.  Future 
studies could be conducted in other cultures or other relationship development stages to 
obtain a clearer picture of this phenomenon. 
From a managerial standpoint, the legal plea should be avoided and used as the 
last choice (even after the coercive strategy) because it creates the “loosing face” 
situation in Thai culture.  Thais are more likely to view it as the end of relationship when 
the two parties could not solve the problem on their own.  Therefore, there is no point in 
contiing the business.  
Hypothesis H7 stated that the use of the coercive strategy would have a negative 
impact on relationship satisfaction.  This hypothesis was supported with a positive 
relationship (path weight .51) and was statistically significant to α = .01.  The empirical 
tests from this study support the result from most previous research across cultures and 
across power structures.  In this study, the coercive influence strategy explains 51% of the 
variance in relationship satisfaction, which can be considered a strong impact.  Although 
the coercive strategy has negative consequences, it is occasionally necessary to exercise 
this strategy where urgency is a concern; for example, the source firm has cut down the 
volume in order to reach a deal sooner.  In a managerial sense, source firms have to trade 
off between the short-term outcome and long-term loss when considering using this 
powerful influence strategy.  If the healthy long-term relationship is a goal and the 
emergency is an issue of time, a good alternative could be the use of the soft-handed 
influence strategy in advance or more often, instead of resorting to an extreme measure 
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that leave a scar on both partners.  For example, back to the volume cut situation, the 
source firm could avoid placing threatening the target firm by letting the target firm realize 
the strict buying policy in advance by utilizing the recommendation or request strategy.  
Therefore, the target firm will be able to make a decision about the deal before hand and 
will not receive any punishment or threat of a volume cut from the source firm.  In 
addition, this example will be more critical in Thai culture where people believe that 
relationships are like “glass,” once broken, they are unable to be mended. 
 
RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
HOW DO ALL THE INFLUENCE STRATEGIES IMPACT THE TARGET FIRM’S RELATIONSHIP 
SATISFACTION?  
  In a nutshell, the study attempted to understand how the target firms in this 
particular study context evaluate all the different influence strategies they perceived.  The 
simple answer is that each influence strategy is different, based on the outcome of 
relationship satisfaction level. 
The primary research question was the heart of the theoretical model.  By asking 
this question, it was hoped that the research study would support the claim that indirect 
influence strategy plays an important role in completing the influence strategy–satisfaction 
model.  As relationship satisfaction has been accepted as an outcome of the use of 
influence strategies (Hunt and Nevin, 1985; Ruekert and Churchill, 1984; Schul, Little, 
and Pride 1985; Gundlach and Cadotte, 1994; Bandyopadhyay and Robicheaux, 1998; 
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Maloni and Benton, 2002), it was hoped that two indirect influence strategies (negative 
and positive) play an important role in predicting relationship satisfaction.  
It was hypothesized that positive indirect influence strategy would have a 
significant positive effect on relationship satisfaction (H1a) and the negative indirect 
influence strategy would have a significant negative effect on relationship satisfaction 
(H1b).  As described earlier, the results strongly support these hypotheses (with positive 
path weights of .0.41 and negative path weight -0.34, respectively).  An increase in the 
level of perceived positive indirect influence strategy will increase the level of relationship 
satisfaction; therefore, the effect is strong and significant for positive influence strategy. 
The model with indirect influence strategies shows acceptable levels of the quality 
of fit with no offending estimate.  Interestingly, when the indirect influence strategy 
constructs were removed, the relationship satisfaction showed the offending estimation 
error term; therefore, the model became admissible.  It showed that having indirect 
influence strategies in the model helps explain the phenomenon better.  
 
HOW WELL DO THE INDIRECT INFLUENCE STRATEGIES COMPARE TO OTHER INFLUENCE 
STRATEGIES?   
Both indirect influence strategies show a significant impact on relationship 
satisfaction.  Given the fact that the selected population is biased toward a positive view of 
relationships, the positive indirect influence strategy showed the second largest impact on 
relationship satisfaction following the coercive strategy.  In fact, among all positive 
consequences influence strategies, indirect positive influence strategy resulted in the 
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greatest impact based on the study data.  Compared to the other direct influence strategies, 
the use of indirect influence strategies deal will less economic expense, but more 
effectively in a greater number of hit targets.  Therefore, it is an attractive option to use if 
the situation allows. 
The negative indirect influence strategy showed the fourth most significant impact 
on relationships after coercive, indirect positive, and promise.  Compared to all negative 
consequence influence strategies, positive influence strategy is ranked as the second 
largest impact after  coercive strategy.  Interestingly, the indirect negative is comparable to 
the legal plea.  The negative preconception generated from perceiving that negative 
indirect influence strategy serves as a warning sign among target firms.  From the 
managerial implication standpoint, this helps reduce unnecessary confrontation.  In 
addition, it can serve as an indicator to select the right trading partner the first time.  Like 
its positive counterpart, the negative indirect strategy shows greater impact on satisfaction 
than any other communication direct influence strategies.  Again, the perception can be 
changed during the preconception stage.  
  
INFLUENCE STRATEGIES IN THAI CULTURE  
 
Thais normally try to avoid confrontation (MAS =34, Hofstede, 2003).  In addition, 
being collectivist, most people try to do their best or sometimes sacrifice their benefits to 
allow the group to benefit (IDV =20, Hofstede, 2003).  Therefore, Thais tend to take a 
preventive approach in general.  The indirect influence strategies creates a pre-perception 
as a warning sign (negative) or motivation (positive) to make target firms avoid 
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confrontation by complying with what source firms normally want (UAI =64, Hofstede, 
2003).  
The referent power is more likely to be found in a collectivist society like Thailand.  
The personal network promotes dissemination of information.  For example, indirect 
influence strategies disseminate among peers and amplify the effect of reference power.  A 
source firm, as a center of content, could manipulate the emission of influence information 
to some degree.  For example, source firms can release or retain some information to 
create/maintain positive reputation.  They may release the positive information and expect 
the leading peer firm to transmit a positive message to other target firms in the network.  
However, the negative influence strategy could be difficult to retain based on the fact that 
bad stories travel faster than good stories.  Source firms may be able do two things to 
manipulate the negative perception.  First, counteract the exiting negative influence 
strategy with positive influence strategy.  Given the fact that the target firms view 
relationship satisfaction holistically, the more recent positive influence strategy has a 
better chance to change the existing negative perception.  Unlike direct influence strategies, 
the evidence is quite solid; therefore, counteraction may not work as well as in 
preconception.  Second, source firms should try to stop the transmission of negative 
influence strategy as much as they can.  All negative consequence influence strategies, 
including  information exchange, legal plea, and coercion, should be avoided.  If the use of 
negative strategy is unavoidable, the message of justification should also be transmitted.  
Because indirect influence strategy creates pre-perception, if used wisely, the source firm 
can create a norm for future interaction.  For example, if the past interaction included 
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positive influence strategy, the preperception of positive interaction is created as the norm 
and becomes motivation to retain the on-going relationship.  Reputation management 
could be applied (Davies and Miles, 1998) to enhance the systematic manipulation of these 
indirect influence strategies.  
 
 HOW DO THE SCALES ADOPTED FROM PREVIOUS RESEARCH PERFORM WITH THAI 
RESPONDENTS? 
Most scales in the influence strategies performed quite well.  The request scale 
even performs better because the Thai language has a specific term that can convey the 
true meaning of the request to respondent.  Legal Plea presented some difficulty in terms 
of time for respondents because Thais are not familiar with the legal plea concept.  For 
information exchange, the first item was dropped during substantive validity evaluation 
because of cultural differences.  Thai people put more weight on the source of information 
than the content.  If the message comes from a highly respected source, Thais take it as 
recommendation.  All construct validity tests were acceptable.  Reliability for all adopted 
scales was well above the acceptable standard.   
When it comes to relationship satisfaction, Thais are not familiar with semantic 
differences because, in the Thai language, the interpretation of terms depends to a large 
degree on the context of the word.  In addition, it is very uncommon in Thai to use 
adjectives such “friendly” or “kind” to characterize a non-human entity, such as a 
relationship, because those terms are reserved for human beings.  Therefore, the 
semantically different adjectives were transformed into clauses to ensure that the meaning 
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was appropriately delivered.  This set of scales performed very well in all validity tests and 
reliability tests.  
  
HOW DO THE INFLUENCE STRATEGIES PERFORM IN MIXED POWER-DEPENDENCE 
STRUCTURES IN THE FOOD AND GENERAL CHEMICAL INDUSTRY IN BANGKOK, 
THAILAND? 
The food and general chemical industries in Bangkok, Thailand share several 
common characteristics in terms of economic structure (NSOT 2005); therefore, the 
combined population still maintains a homogeneous economic structure.  The 
independence test between the two industries showed no significant difference in any 
items.  Besides being the industries of interest for the researcher, the large number of 
substitutes (either supplier or customer) in this economic structure provides an opportunity 
to find mixed power-dependence for this study.  As mentioned earlier, most influence 
research had been conducted in high power-independence structures.  Six demographic 
questions were created to address the nature of power-dependence structure on 5 Likert 
scales (appendix D).  The first three questions address how the target firm depends on this 
partner.  The next three questions address how this trading partner depends on the target 
firm.  For these six items, all construct validity was tested and the result was satisfied.  The 
averages of these two sets were compared:  75% showed the equality level of dependence, 
10% showed that the target firm depended more on this partner, and for 15% the reverse 
was the case.  One additional item under relationship satisfaction (superior-inferior –7 
point scale) reconfirmed the mixed power-dependence finding.  The answers from -3 to +3 
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were distributed normally, which means the respondents (~70%) answered that no one was 
more superior or inferior than another.   
Interestingly, all direct communication strategies showed weak support (weight 
<.3).  Strong support was found in only action oriented direct communication influence 
strategies such as coercive, promise, and legal plea (0.51, 0.40, 0.34 respectively) and 
positive indirect and negative indirect (0.41 and 0.34 respectively).  It is possible that firms 
with equal power tend to avoid confrontation by taking preventive action.  They try to 
comply beforehand to avoid negative impact or promote positive impact in general 
situations.  For inevitable situations such as time pressure or more specific correction, 
behavioral influence strategies may be used.  It is important to note that the legal plea 
usage is not common among Thais.  All items under legal plea skewed toward the “less 
often” side.  However, for most respondents who reported the use of legal plea from 
partners, a low level of satisfaction was shown.  It is worthwhile noting that respondents 
who experienced the legal plea were in the 13% who gave the answer of less than 1 year to 
the “future relationship” demographic question.  This implied that legal satisfaction 
indicates the end of an on-going good relationship, unlike coercive strategy.  Some firms 
still feel satisfied although coercive strategies were used.  The respondents who perceived 
high level of coercion still expect a continued relationship.  Why?  One possible answer 
lay in the fact that Thai culture is people-oriented.  One difference between legal plea and 
the coercive strategy concerns the issue of “who did it.”  Legal plea gets a third party to 
make the target firm comply.  Since the relationship is considered as an on-going 
interaction between two parties, the use of the outsider to solve an “internal” disagreement 
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indicates the relationship is not worthwhile to continue.  Harsh influence strategies such as 
coercion are understandable in an emergency situation or in the case where a target firm 
fails to deliver what it promised.  If the use of a coercive strategy can be justified as 
reasonable, the overall relationship may not be harmed.  This logical statement is 
supported by the high variance under the coercive construct, which resulted from a handful 
of respondents who perceived high levels of coercive influence strategy, but still felt 
satisfied.  This phenomenon should be studied in detail in future research.  
 
RESEARCH CONTRIBUTIONS  
 In filling existing gaps in the relationship literature, this dissertation makes 
important contributions.  The findings extend the body of knowledge on 
interorganizational influence strategies and relationship satisfaction, and this has 
theoretical and managerial implications, both of which are discussed.  
  
THEORETICAL IMPLICATIONS  
 This research contributes to the body of knowledge on interorganizational 
relationships in two ways.  First, it provides new knowledge, which fills gaps in the 
literature, and second, it substantiates previous research.  Four theoretical implications will 
be discussed in this subsection.  
 The first implication pertains to the findings concerning the integration of indirect 
influence strategies.  Although research in this area has been conducted for more than two 
decades, there is no previous research concerning this missing part.  This study not only 
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introduced negative and positive indirect influence strategies, but also tested both of them 
empirically with other direct influence strategies.  It provides evidence in support of the 
important role of indirect influence strategies on the relationship satisfaction model (path 
weight of 0.41 for positive indirect influence strategy, and path weight of 0.34 for negative 
indirect influence strategy).    
 The second implication is related to conducting influence research in a mixed 
power-dependence structure.  Wilkinson (2001) stated that “there is a clear need for 
empirical studies of influence strategies in other power-dependence context, beside high 
asymmetry power context.”  The empirical study conducted for this dissertation does just 
what Wilkinson called for – it provides evidence in support of the power structure 
affecting the pattern of influence usage.  Future research may be conducted to compare the 
pattern of influence usage of low, moderate, and high power asymmetry contexts.   
The third implication is related to conducting this western-originated model in 
other cultural contexts.  Wilkinson (2001) also called for the test of research in this area in 
a cross-culture context, and this empirical study does just that.  The unique collectivism of 
the Thai culture provides some insight in the use of influence strategies.  For example, the 
information exchange provided the reverse effect because Thai culture takes ambiguity as 
an insult.  Future research may conduct the same study in other collectivist cultures and 
compare the results.  Additional future research could conduct the full model with indirect 
influence strategies in the western context to discover how indirect influence strategies 
will perform.   
Forth, in the process of verifying the robustness of the existing scale, two sets of 
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measurement scales have been tested; the influence strategy scale and the affective 
relationship satisfaction scale.  Adopted scales from Boyle et al. (1992) and Gundlach 
(1987), all six direct influence strategy scales, showed robustness through scale 
confirmation process.  All construct validities were well above acceptable criteria.  
Content validity also showed robustness via feedback from focus groups.  There was a 
minor modification from a cultural aspect such as item InfoX1.  Thais consider InfoX1 as 
recommendation because the information came from a source that considered highly 
creditable in this culture. 
For the relationship satisfaction scale, the affective satisfaction was selected over 
cognitive satisfaction based on theoretical justification discussed in Chapter 3.  The 
semantic differential adopted from Gundlach (1987) was converted to clause and phrase.  
Thai respondents digest information better when the words are within the context.  Again, 
this is another support for “avoiding ambiguity” in Thai culture.  The twenty-one items 
adopted from previous research were reduced to nine items.  Besides the parsimonious 
reason, Thai culture values the “use of fewer words” but more straightforward expressions 
as an appropriate communication practice.  High redundancy may create a high chance of 
being considered insulting to the respondent’s intelligence.  In fact, during content and 
substantive validity evaluation, Thai practitioners already raised questions about 
redundancy.  The statistical results of construct validity showed acceptable performance.  
There was an effort to identify possible subdimensions under relationship satisfaction 
construct by using SEM.  Three possible sub-constructs of overall, process, and people 
were conceptualized and tested.  Nine items were selected based on theoretical 
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justification, comments from focus group, and statistical results.  The high correlation 
among subdimensions indicated that the affective relationship satisfaction should be a 
single dimension construct.  In addition, only the single dimension relationship satisfaction 
model was valid when the model was run with all influence strategies.  
Thai culture puts a great deal weight on the “people” element.  One alternative 
model conceptualized the impact of all influence strategies on overall satisfaction through 
people satisfaction and process satisfaction; although the result shown was “not 
admissible” because negative variance was estimated, the relationship between people 
satisfaction and overall relationship satisfaction showed much higher correlation than that 
of process satisfaction.  The result from running CFA for all 21 items in the pretest also 
supported this observation.  Future research should investigate the role of the people 
element in this phenomenon.  For example, qualitative research should be conducted to 
address how target firms view the relationship satisfaction phenomena, and if they view 
this phenomenon as subdimensions.  What are all possible subdimensions?  How do they 
weight each subdimension toward the overall satisfaction?   
 
MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS  
An important role of any research is that it provides implications for practical 
application.  The findings from this research result in three managerial implications, which 
are discussed in this subsection.  
The first implication is directed toward the use of the preventive influence strategy 
by source firms.  Like the introductory story in Chapter 1, target firms often complain 
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about the abusive use of power from their trading partners, especially if they share stories 
with one another.  If the complaint is based on the truth, the ongoing relationship is in a 
vulnerable stage—not only with that target firm, but also other firms that are made aware 
of that incident.  The negative message presents a negative image to other target firms 
despite the fact that the source firm has not yet dealt with them.  If the complaint is 
replaced by compliments, the positive perception could be developed and help encourage 
the on-going relationship.  According to the preventive nature, it should be used 
complimentarily with other influence strategies because it can prevent some unwanted 
behavior, and consequently reduce the frequency of use of other influence strategies and 
all possible consequence and conflict from confrontation.    
 One should not assume that confrontation would happen naturally in every 
influence strategy phenomenon.  Although all direct influence strategies required  
confrontation in varying degrees, some conflicts and/or confrontations are avoidable if the 
target firm knows beforehand.  Source firms could use preventive actions, such as indirect 
influence strategies, to reduce the number of confrontations.    
 Practically, indirect communication influence strategies are deemed more effective 
as preventive strategies.  First, it works with larger numbers of targets at the same time.  
The larger number of emitting sources also helps amplify the effect.  Theoretically, the 
referent power will become stronger when more people refer to it.  Second, it does not 
require direct confrontation, which helps avoid the tension and new conflict.  In fact, it 
works perfectly in collectivist cultures like that of Thailand.  Third, like branding, time 
helps build stronger effects, if it performs consistently.  Forth, it involves fewer economic 
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resources and less time compared to other direct influence strategies such as promise.  On 
the negative side, it will be less specific and may not work as fast as the action oriented 
direct communication influence strategies, if that is the case.   
The indirect strategies contain an element of a lesser degree of control over the 
outcome, but it does not mean the source firm could not do anything about it.  As long as 
the essence of the message focuses around the source firm’s action, the source firm can 
control those messages by manipulating their desired action to be seen by the public.  The 
transmission channel is also manageable.  Among all peer target firms, some target firms 
have more credibility than others do.  During information sharing among peers, the source 
possessing the greatest credibility could be heard the most in establishing preconception 
with other peer firms.  If the source firm knows how to release the appropriate content via 
the appropriate channels, other target firms will know how to act without confrontation 
accordingly.  The indirect positive influence strategy affects several target firms at the 
same time with less one-on-one pressure on a single firm.  Even the potential target firm 
can perceive the indirect influent, which, in turn, will help screen only the right partner for 
the source firm.  
However, it is important to recognize the drawback of indirect influence strategies.  
First, indirect influence strategy tends to be less specific because it aims to create a norm, 
not correct a specific conflict.  Second, it may not work well given the urgent nature of 
some conflict solutions.  Third, it assumes that all firms seek out information to avoid the 
inevitable confrontation.  This may not work with firms that do not like to associate with 
other firms.  Therefore, indirect influence strategies should be used complementarily with 
   
 205
other direct influence strategies.   
   A second managerial implication pertains to the appropriate use of influence 
strategies in different cultural contexts.  Not all influence strategies provide the same 
outcome in different cultures.  In this study, the information exchange strategy provides a 
surprising result because of the cultural characteristic.  In fact, the first information 
exchange item was dropped because the low substantive validity provided a hint of “the 
role of information source.”  Thais seem to emphasize the people element more than the 
information per se.  This phenomenon is common among collectivist cultures.  People tend 
to bias in favor of the members of their own group.  Because the people element plays an 
important role, a reputation as boundary spanner plays important role in creating positive 
concepts toward satisfaction.   
A third managerial implication pertains to the use of each type of influence 
strategies at the appropriate time.  The first rule in the Art of War states, winning without a 
battle is the ultimate victory a very important implication of this research is the idea of 
managing avoidable confrontation.  Each type of conflict must be handled with different 
types of influence strategies.  Each influence strategy can be used at a different point 
during the conflict resolution process.  In fact, preventive strategies such as indirect 
influence can be used to prevent avoidable conflict from happening.  Much of the past 
research in the relationship literature attempts to classify influence strategies based on the 
level of pressure put on the target firm.  The communication influence strategy was 
believed to be a soft-handed strategy; therefore, it was believed to yield positive 
consequences.  Empirical research has found incongruent results regarding that statement 
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(e.g. the information exchange in this study).  This dissertation builds on the past research 
and adds another component of indirect influence strategies.  Indirect influence strategies 
as preventive action should be used complimentarily with direct influence strategies as 
corrective action.  This then opens the door for research regarding how to implement 
influence strategies among trading partners at different stages of relationship development.  
For instance, indirect influence strategies could be connected to managerial concept in 
supplier selection, which happens in the early stage in relationship development.  The 
positive influence strategy, if used wisely, could help the source firm increase its “business 
attraction level” with its potential target firms. 
The empirical results for this dissertation, when examined individually, reveal a 
high level of variation in the survey answers.  This supports the argument that the 
respondents are dealing with complex love-hate situations.  When analyzed collectively in 
the theoretical model, the findings provide a foundation of knowledge for what is needed 
to help firms achieve better relationship satisfaction, and how the influence strategies 
should be used in certain business situations.  Companies can use the model and its results 
to analyze each situation to improve the use of influence.  For example, if some 
confrontations are avoidable, preventive influence strategies could be of use.  On the other 
hand, if the confrontation is inevitable, this research should help determine which direct 
strategies should be implemented to reserve the highest level of satisfaction outcome. 
 Relationship satisfaction can result from any interaction, but as each conflict 
solution is different, the method of choosing influence strategies should be different.  In 
order for source firms to achieve their goals, but still achieve high levels of relationship 
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satisfaction, they need to develop a better understanding of the possible outcomes from 
using different influence strategies. 
 
OPPORTUNITIES FOR FUTURE RESEARCH  
 The limitations in the study provide opportunities as part of an on-going stream for 
future research.  This section addresses limitations and presents some suggestions for 
extending this research.  
The conclusions based on the model are only as applicable as the validity of the 
measures.  The data analysis provided support for the reliability and validity of the 
measures and scales used in or developed for this survey.  However, as is generally the 
case in survey research, there were some weaknesses with the new measures.  Some 
measurement seemed to have order effects, and some items cross-loaded on value.  The 
validity and reliability of measures are better when implemented through several studies 
(Mentzer and Flint, 1999).  The measures in this study need to be tested again on similar, 
as well as on different, populations than that chosen for this dissertation. 
Another limitation of this dissertation is in the analysis method of structural 
equation modeling.  Causation between or among variables cannot be conclusive unless all 
possible constructs involved in any way with the theory are included in the model to be 
tested (Anderson and Gerbing, 1988).  In addition, many alternative models must be tested 
to ensure that those paths hypothesized to exist are nonzero, and those paths missing from 
the theoretical model are zero.  It is not feasible to accomplish these conditions within a 
single study (Golicic 2003).  
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 The conceptual model in this dissertation was deduced from the extant literature.  
There was a weak theoretical basis to test alternatives.  It is reasonable to believe that other 
paths that were not hypothesized may be nonzero.  In addition, other situational drivers 
could be added to the model.  Additional research is needed to determine if other construct 
relationships exist within the current framework.  If the model is respecified, it needs to be 
tested with a new sample (Hair et al., 1998).  Due to the number of situational drivers, the 
model could be respecified and retested several times.  Only through several iterations of 
the model will the conclusion of causation be feasible (Golicic 2003; McCarthy 2003).  
 Another limitation of a single research study is limited generalizability.  This 
research is no different, especially considering the appropriate but narrow population that 
was utilized (the on-going relationship from the target firm’s point of view).  The study 
therefore needs to be replicated with other relationships within the supply chain (e.g., a 
supplier and manufacturer or manufacturer and distributor).  The specific relationship that 
was examined also limited the research to views about a specific service.  Future studies 
should look at relationships involving other services and products.  Replication of the 
results in these other contexts will provide support for extending the conclusions to a 
broader population.  The following thought introduces some possible way to broaden 
population. 
Since the two indirect influence strategies were integrated into the previous model, 
there is a need to test this modified model in other business contexts.  First, future research 
should be done empirically in a high power asymmetrical setting (such a franchise, or the 
automobile industry).  The result will provide a better understanding of how indirect 
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influence strategies perform in different power structures.  Then, comparative study should 
be pursued by comparing those results to the previous results.  This will help evaluate the 
robustness of the model in different power structure settings.  Second, future research 
should be conducted empirically in other culture settings (such as India, Australian, and 
American).  The result will provide a better understanding how indirect influence 
strategies perform in different cultures.  Again, comparative study should be pursued by 
comparing the robustness of model against the previous result.    
This study was drawn upon the population of a specific geographical area—
Bangkok and its vicinity.  Although this criterion was justified in Chapter 3, the 
population from the other areas of Thailand could be studied to get a big picture of the 
whole country.  Based on personal observation, business culture in Bangkok has been 
significantly westernized in the last decade.  For example, there is a significant increase 
in management personnel who have received education in the U.S., Australia, and Europe.  
In addition, government policies such as the Free Trade Zone promote Thailand as the 
crossroad of the Southeast Asian region.  Furthermore, communication technology such 
the internet, global virtual organization, and satellite TV has radically changed the 
lifestyles of those who live in metropolitan areas like Bangkok.  During the course of this 
study, it was surprising to discover, as research team experienced during the non-
response bias call, that Thais in Bangkok exhibited more aggressive behavior in terms of 
expressing their opinions.  Another evidence of cultural change toward more aggressive 
is the result of information exchange strategy.  Instead of appreciating the personal 
politeness of the soft hand approach, the respondent regarded it as ”beating around the 
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bush” or “wasting my time.”  These examples conflict with the low masculinity index 
proposed by Hofstede (2003).  Based on personal experience, these behaviors were not 
common fifteen years ago.  Unlike the business culture in Bangkok, businesses in other 
areas are more likely to preserve the essence of traditional Thai collectivism.  These 
changes seem to affect the influence phenomenon directly.  If the difference between 
Bangkok and its vicinity and the rest of the country are as expected, the result from a 
compare/contrast study could provide great insight to practitioners.  This future research 
could be conducted all that much more easily because all the instruments are already in 
place and performed well in this study.  In addition, qualitative research should be 
conducted to understand the difference among Bangkok, other metropolitan areas, and 
the non-metropolitan area.  
Indirect influence strategy is one indicator reflecting the use of referent power 
among firms.  The role of referent power should be investigated in detail in order to gain 
in-depth understanding about this particular phenomenon.  How does referent power 
counter other powers?  How do target firms deal with conflict in preperception obtained 
from indirect influence strategies and the reality that occurs in opposition to them?  For 
example, how do target firms who perceived high negative indirect influence strategy from 
peers, but were treated well with direct influence strategies by source firms, justify their 
relationship satisfaction?  How does positive indirect influence strategy counteract 
negative indirect influence strategy?  Since indirect influence strategies create the 
preconception, the evaluation of preconception against the reality would be in the realm of 
cognitive satisfaction.  Future research could also adopt the cognitive approach to the 
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study. 
In addition, case studies should be conducted as the second phase of this research 
to identify the scope of referent power effectiveness.  Also, since referent power is 
disseminated through communication, the study of how information technology affects the 
use of referent power would provide an insight to this phenomenon in the info-tech era.  
For example, target firms may find the information about source firms’ histories from the 
websites, the supplier forum, or other target firms’ testimony on the web.  
During brainstorming in content validity evaluation, the order of relationship 
satisfaction terms that came up from practitioners was quite interesting.  Nine adjectives 
came up, but the first four appear as adjectives to describe people, such as “kind,” 
“comforting,” “honest,” “respectful.”  In addition, the CFA and multidimensional results 
revealed a slight weak clue about the importance of the people element.  This phenomenon 
should have been investigated in detail by using qualitative methods such as case study to 
understand the people element.  In collectivism, the personal network adds value to 
referent power.  
The setting criteria on which to base the answer may bias for certain types of 
relationships.  The majority of relationships seem to be in mature stages and seem to be 
satisfactory relationships.  First, future research should be conducted specifically in 
different relationship stages, such as in formation stages.  This can be compared to 
personal relationships in that the way people influence one another during dating may be 
a different after the same couple are married.  Longitudinal research should be conducted 
to see the change in each stage.   
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 In order to acquire a broader understanding of this phenomenon, a study in 
different relationship settings should be conducted.  Again, drawing from the personal 
relationship analogy, the way married couples influence each other may be different 
when the marriage situation changes.  For example, if they are about to be divorced, 
legally related influence may be used (compared to the use of Legal Plea influence 
strategy).  In another analogy, how do people in arranged marriages influence one 
another?  Given the fact that the relationship is not only two between parties but involves 
a larger group plays important role as well.  The arranged marriage could be a useful 
reflection of the business network in collectivist culture.  In addition, how does the 
couple influence each other when they have children?  This situation could lend insight to 
the trading partners who have joint ventures or dedicated resources to the relationship.  If 
the relationship turns sour, but they could not break up because of obligation, how do 
they influence each other? 
First, the qualitative research could provide a deep understanding of each 
relationship setting.  In addition, the criteria to differentiate each setting could be derived 
from qualitative data.  Once the foundation of each setting is well understood, the 
influence strategy –satisfaction model may be modified, if needed.  The empirical study 
could be followed.   
 Aside from addressing the limitations from this study, research stemming from the 
findings can help further advance the knowledge of interorganizational influence strategies 
within the supply chain management, logistics, and marketing domains. 
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CONCLUDING REMARKS  
 The primary contribution of this dissertation is that it provides an empirically 
tested theoretical foundation from which to conduct future research on the components of 
interorganizational influence strategies on relationship satisfaction.  This should benefit 
both practitioners and academics by creating a body of knowledge for helping each 
understand, explain, and possibly predict outcomes of interorganizational influence 
strategies on the relationship satisfaction in mixed power structures and in Thai business, 
especially in the area of Bangkok and its environs.  Practitioners often want to keep on-
going relationships, but have to influence trading partners to comply in some situations.  It 
is hoped that this research provides a better understanding of the different types of 
influence strategies, the impact of different influence strategies on the relationship 
satisfaction, and how to manage influence strategies to foster the good sound relationship.  
  This study also provides a stepping-stone toward the research in the leadership 
area.  The leading firm or channel captain needs to understand how the other supply chain 
members feel toward their actions, especially from the follower firms’ perspective.  
Therefore, they could influence the other firm appropriately and eventually, will promote 
the reputation of being “good leaders.”  For example, in Thai culture where referent 
power plays a very important role in building leadership, the result of the indirect 
influence strategy provides insight to help leading firms build their reputation and 
strengthen their leadership status. 
 From a pedagogical perspective, it is hoped that the research will add value in the 
classroom by demonstrating how interorganizational influence strategies among supply 
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chain members are performed and how this affects the improvement of the supply chains.  
Finally, it is anticipated that the dissertation will serve as the beginning of a long and 
rewarding stream of research examining interorganizational influence strategies within 
supply chain management. 
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  ENGLISH FIRST DRAFT 
For this survey, pick your number one supplier or your number one customer as the 
basis for answering the following questions.  Be sure to pick a firm with whom you 
have had a long-term relationship.   
 
A. For the firm you picked, is it a_________   
 Customer    Supplier  
What industry is this firm in?  
          Food         Chemical   
B.  What is the business function of this company in supply chain? 
  Wholesaler     Retailer   
  Services/Communication/ Information technology   
  Transportation/Distribution/Warehousing   
 Other. Please define:_______________     
D. How would you describe the product you buy or sell with this business partner? 
     Finished good      Raw materials     Semi-finished 
 
E. How long have you done business with this business partner? 
 
 Less than one year 
 1-5 years  
 6-10 years  
 11-20 years  
 Over 20 years  
 
 
F. How long have you been with your company?   
 
 Less than one year 
 1-5 years  
 6-10 years  
 11-20 years  
 Over 20 years  
 
 
G. What is your title? (e.g. Sale Manager, Vice President, Supervisor, and etc) 
Title ____________________________________________ 
 
 H. What is your department? 
 Marketing 
 Sales 
 Logistics, Warehouse & Distribution  
 Other. Please identify:______________ 
 Purchasing & Material Planning  
 Supply Chain   
 Manufacturing & Production  
     
 
 
I. Overall, how much of your business depends on this supplier/customer? 
Very Little  1 2 3 4 5  A Great Deal 
       
J. This business partner would be difficult to replace. 
Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 Strongly Agree 
 
K. This partner is very important for our business  
Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 Strongly Agree 
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You might have heard some stories from other firms about the way this business partner 
works with them as this partner attempts to influence their decisions.   
1. We often hear strong positive comments 
about this business partner. 
 
Strongly      1         2         3         4          5           Strongly 
Disagree                                                                Agree 
2. We have heard many different examples of 
how this business partner has helped other firms. 
 
Strongly      1         2         3         4          5           Strongly 
Disagree                                                                Agree 
3. When we have to make a decision that 
affects our relationship with this business 
partner, we consider the positive stories we have 
heard. 
 
Strongly      1         2         3         4          5           Strongly 
Disagree                                                                Agree 
4. We have tried to seek out the truth about 
any positive (helpful) stories involving this 
business partner. 
 
Strongly      1         2         3         4          5           Strongly 
Disagree                                                                Agree 
5. We often hear strong negative comments 
about this business partner. 
 
Strongly      1         2         3         4          5           Strongly 
Disagree                                                                Agree 
6. We have heard many different examples of 
how this business partner has hurt other firms. 
 
Strongly      1         2         3         4          5           Strongly 
Disagree                                                                Agree 
7. When we have to make a decision that 
affects our relationship with this business 
partner, we consider the negative stories we 
have heard. 
 
Strongly      1         2         3         4          5           Strongly 
Disagree                                                                Agree 
8. We have tried to seek out the truth about 
any negative (hurtful) stories involving this 
business partner. 
Strongly      1         2         3         4          5           Strongly 
Disagree                                                                Agree 
 
In order to get your organization to do as your business partner would like, how often do 
representatives of that firm do the following   
9. …clearly explain how our firm will improve 
ourselves by following a recommended course of 
action. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
10. …outline the logic and/or evidence for 
expecting success from specific programs and 
actions suggested. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
11. …make it explicit that their suggestions 
are intended to help us. Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
12. …make it clear that we would improve 
ourselves by following their recommendations. Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
13. …make a case that our firm should 
comply based upon past experience, good sound 
business judgment, or marketing research. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
14. …attempt to change our perspective by 
looking at how our decisions affect the big 
picture. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
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15. …make a case that the long-term benefit 
is more important to consider than short-term 
issues.   
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
16. …want us to consider long-term issues 
and strategies, rather than specific courses of 
action. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
17. …focus our attention on general 
strategies (as opposed to specific strategies) 
when thinking about how to make our business 
improve. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
18. …ask for our compliance to their 
requests, not indicating any positive or negative 
outcome for our company if we were to comply 
or not. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
19. …ask us to accept new ideas without 
explaining what effect they will have on our 
business. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
20. …ask our cooperation in implementing 
new programs without mentioning rewards for 
complying or punishments for refusing. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
21. …ask us to do a favor for them, but not 
indicate any outcome for our company if we do 
or do not comply. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
22. …promise to give something to us if we 
comply with their requests. Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
23. …offer bonuses to encourage us to meet 
or exceed sales or profit quotas. Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
24.  …offer specific incentives to make us 
change the way we do business.   Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
25. …offer incentives to us when we are 
reluctant to cooperate with a new program or 
policy. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
26. …make it a point to refer to legal 
agreements we have when attempting to 
influence our actions. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
27. … ‘remind us’ of our obligations as 
stipulated in the contractual agreement. Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
28. …use sections of our contractual 
agreement as a ‘tool’ to get us to agree to their 
demands. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
29.  …make interpretations of our 
contractual agreement to gain our cooperation 
with a request. 
 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
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In order to get your organization to do as your business partner would like, how often do 
representatives of that firm do the following   
 
30. …make it clear that failure to comply 
with their requests will result in penalties against 
us. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
31. …threaten to give poorer service to our 
company if we fail to agree with their requests. 
 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
32.  …use threats such as higher prices, 
slower delivery etc. Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
33. …communicate their ability to ‘make 
things difficult’ for us if we do not meet their 
demands. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
34. …threaten to discontinue service to us 
for failure to comply with their requests. 
 Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very 
Frequently 
 
             Relationship Satisfaction 
 How would you describe your feelings toward the relationship with this business partner? 
 
Strongly feel toward the left 
  Neutral   
Strongly feel toward the 
right 
 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3  
35. This is an unfair 
relationship for us.   -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
This is a fair relationship for 
us. 
         
36. This is an 
unprofitable 
relationship for us.   
-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
This is a profitable 
relationship for us. 
         
37. We feel inferior in 
this relationship.   -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
We feel superior in this 
relationship. 
         
38. There is a great deal 
of dishonesty in this 
relationship.   
-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
There is a great deal of 
honesty in this relationship.   
         
39. This relationship 
reflects hostility. -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
This relationship reflects 
friendliness.   
         
40. This relationship is 
frustrating for us.   -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
This relationship is 
enjoyable for us. 
         
41. This relationship is 
punishing for us. -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
This relationship is 
rewarding for us. 
         
42. We feel vulnerable in 
this relationship. -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
We feel safe in this 
relationship. 
         
43. This is a losing 
relationship for us.   -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
This is a wining relationship 
for us. 
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44. We feel bad about this 
relationship. -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
We feel good about this 
relationship. 
         
45. There is little respect 
for us in this 
relationship. 
-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
There is a great deal of 
respect for us in this 
relationship. 
         
46. This relationship is 
inflexible for us. -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
This relationship is flexible 
for us. 
         
47. The relationship is 
harmful to us. -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
The relationship is helpful 
for us. 
         
48. We feel dissatisfied 
with this relationship. 
 
-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
We feel satisfied with this 
relationship. 
 
         
49. We feel angry about 
this relationship. -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
We feel happy about this 
relationship. 
         
50. We feel negative 
toward this 
relationship. 
-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
We feel positive toward this 
relationship. 
         
51. This relationship is 
unproductive for us. -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
This relationship is 
productive for us. 
         
52. We feel displeased 
with this relationship. -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
We feel pleased with this 
relationship. 
         
53. We don’t like this 
relationship. -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
We like this relationship. 
         
54. This relationship is 
biased against us. -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
This relationship is biased 
for us. 
         
55. They are unkind to us. -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 They are kind to us. 
         
 
L. What is the nationality of this customer/supplier? (check any options that apply) 
 Thai     Within ASEAN      EU group     American        Japanese    
  Korean    Chinese        Australia/New Zealand    Middle Eastern  
  Other: Please identify:___________________ 
 
M. What is the nationality of the main contact person of this business partner (check any options that apply) 
 Thai     Within ASEAN      EU group     American        Japanese    
  Korean    Chinese        Australia/New Zealand    Middle Eastern  
  Other: Please identify:___________________ 
 
N. How likely would your firm agree to do what your business partner would want you to do if you were 
faced with a short-term loss if you did it? 
 
Very Low 1 2 3 4 5 Very High   
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O. In general, how do you define the current level of conflict between your company and this business 
partner? 
 
Very Low 1 2 3 4 5 Very High 
 
 P. In general, how do you define the level of compatibility between your company and this business 
partner? 
 
Very Low 1 2 3 4 5 Very High 
 
Q. In the future, how long do you plan to keep your relationship with this customer/supplier? 
 less than one year 
 1-5 years  
 6-10 years 
 11-20 years   
  Over 20 years  
 I don’t know   
 
R. Overall, How much of this trading partner’s business depend on our company? 
 
Very Little 1 2 3 4 5  A Great Deal 
       
S. It is difficult for them to find other partner to replace us. 
 
Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 Strongly Agree 
 
T. Doing business with us is important for them  
 
Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 Strongly Agree 
 
 
 
*** Highlight Items were deleted during content and substantive validity evaluation*** 
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 APPENDIX B: THAI ENGLISH (BILINGUAL DRAFT) 
ในการตอบแบบสอบถามนี้ กรุณาเลือกบริษัทคูคาท่ีทานเห็นวาเปนอันดับหนึ่งในสายตาของทาน เพื่อใชเปนฐานในการตอบคําถาม.   กรุณาเลือก
บริษัทที่ทานทําธุรกิจดวยมานานพอสมควร    
 For this survey, pick your number one supplier or your number one customer as the basis for 
answering the following questions.  Be sure to pick a firm with whom you have had a long-term 
relationship.   
 
A. สําหรับบริษัทที่เลือกนี้ คูคารายนี้เปน   ของบริษัทเรา 
A. For the firm you picked, is it a_________   
 Customer ลูกคา    Supplier ซัพพลายเออร 
 
B. คูคานี้อยูในอุตสาหกรรมอะไร?    
B. What industry is this firm in?  
      Food อุตสาหกรรมอาหาร          Chemical  อุตสาหกรรมเคมี 
 
C.  คุคานี้ทําหนาท่ีอะไรในซัปพลายเชน? 
C.  What is the business function of this company in supply chain? 
  Wholesaler ขายสง     Retailer  ขายปลีก หรือ โมเดินเทรด 
  Services/Communication/ Information technology  การใหบริการ  การสือสาร การบริการขอมูล 
  Transportation/Distribution/Warehousing  ขนสง กระจายสินคา คลังสินคา 
 Other. อ่ืนๆ โปรดระบุ Please define:_______________ 
 
 D. ทานซื้อ หรือ ขายสินคาในรูปแบบใดกับคูคานี้                     
D. How would you describe the product you buy or sell with this business partner? 
     Finished good สินคาสําเร็จรปู      Raw materials สินคาวัตถุดิบ      Semi-finishedสินคาก่ึงสําเร็จรูป ท่ีอาจ
ตองไปผานกระบวนการสุดทาย หรือ บรรจุขั้นสุดทายกอนออกจําหนาย 
 
E.  ทานทําธุรกิจกับคูคานี้มานานเทาไร? 
E. How long have you done business with this business partner? 
 
 Less than one year 
 1-5 years  
 6-10 years  
 11-20 years  
 Over 20 years  
 
 
F. ทานทํางานกับบริษัทของทานมานานเทาไร? 
F. How long have you been with your company?   
 
 Less than one year 
 1-5 years  
 6-10 years  
 11-20 years  
 Over 20 years  
 
 
G.ทานมีตําแหนงอะไร? 
G. What is your title? (e.g. Sale Manager, Vice President, Supervisor, and etc) 
Title ____________________________________________ 
 
  Pass   
  Fail 
  Pass   
  Fail 
  Pass   
  Fail 
  Pass   
  Fail 
  Pass   
  Fail 
  Pass   
  Fail 
  Pass   
  Fail 
  Pass   
  Fail 
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H. ทานสังกัดแผนกอะไร? 
H. What is your department? 
 Marketing 
 Sales 
 Logistics, Warehouse & Distribution  
 Other. Please identify:______________ 
 Purchasing & Material Planning  
 Supply Chain   
 Manufacturing & Production  
     
  
I. Overall, how much of your business depends on this supplier/customer? 
I. โดยท่ัวไปแลว ธุรกิจของทานขึ้นกับคูคานี้มากนอย เทาไร? 
Very Little  1 2 3 4 5  A Great Deal 
       
J. This business partner would be difficult to replace. 
J. บริษัทคูคานี้หาบริษัทอื่นมาแทนยาก 
 
Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 Strongly Agree 
 
K. This partner is very important for our business  
K.  คูคานี้มีความสํากัญตอธุรกิจของเรามาก 
Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 Strongly Agree 
 
  Pass   
  Fail 
  Pass   
  Fail 
  Pass   
  Fail 
  Pass   
  Fail 
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You might have heard some stories from other firms about the way this business 
partner works with them as this partner attempts to influence their decisions.   
ทางบริษัททานอาจเคยไดยินบริษัทอ่ืนพูดถึงการที่คูคารายนี้ใชอํานาจทางธุรกิจ กับบริษัทอ่ืนเพื่อใหยอมทํา
ตามท่ีคูคานี้ขอ จากที่ผานมา ทานมีความเห็นตอ เหตุการณตอไปนี้อยางไร  
1. We often hear strong positive comments 
about this business partner. 
ทางบริษัทเราไดยินการชมชอบเกี่ยวกับการใชอํานาจทางธุรกิจ ของบริษัท
คูคานี้จากบริษัทอื่นๆบอยๆ 
Strongly      1         2         3         4          5           Strongly 
Disagree                                                                Agree 
ไมเห็นดวย         1         2         3         4          5          เห็นดวย 
 อยางย่ิง                                                                       อยางย่ิง 
2. We have heard many different examples of 
how this business partner has helped other firms
. 
ทางบริษัทเราไดยินตัวอยางที่ดี หลายเรื่อง ของบริษัทคูคานี้ท่ีชวยเหลือ
บริษัทอื่น 
Strongly      1         2         3         4          5           Strongly 
Disagree                                                                Agree 
ไมเห็นดวย         1         2         3         4          5          เห็นดวย 
 อยางย่ิง                                                                       อยางย่ิง 
3. When we have to make a decision that 
affects our relationship with this business 
partner, we consider the positive stories we 
have heard. 
เรื่องดีๆท่ีไดยินมา ทําใหมีผลตอการตัดสินใจทางธุรกิจระหวางเรากับ
บริษัทคูคานี้ 
Strongly      1         2         3         4          5           Strongly 
Disagree                                                                Agree 
ไมเห็นดวย         1         2         3         4          5          เห็นดวย 
 อยางย่ิง                                                                       อยางย่ิง 
4. We have tried to seek out the truth about 
any positive (helpful) stories involving this 
business partner. 
ทางเราทุมเวลาในการหาความจริงเกี่ยวกับเรื่องดีๆท่ีไดยินมา เพื่อใหรูวา
ควรจะปฏิบัติอยางไรถามีการขอรองจากคูคารายนี้ 
Strongly      1         2         3         4          5           Strongly 
Disagree                                                                Agree 
ไมเห็นดวย         1         2         3         4          5          เห็นดวย 
 อยางย่ิง                                                                       อยางย่ิง 
5. We often hear strong negative comments 
about this business partner. 
ทางบริษัทเราไดยินเรื่องไมดีเก่ียวกับการใชอํานาจทางธุรกิจ ของบริษัทคู
คานี้จากบริษัทอื่นๆบอยๆ 
Strongly      1         2         3         4          5           Strongly 
Disagree                                                                Agree 
ไมเห็นดวย         1         2         3         4          5          เห็นดวย 
 อยางย่ิง                                                                       อยางย่ิง 
6. We have heard many different examples of 
how this business partner has hurt other firms. 
ทางบริษัทเราไดยินเรื่องไมดีหลายเรื่อง ของบริษัทคูคานี้ทํากับบริษัทอื่น 
Strongly      1         2         3         4          5           Strongly 
Disagree                                                                Agree 
ไมเห็นดวย         1         2         3         4          5          เห็นดวย 
 อยางย่ิง                                                                       อยางย่ิง 
7. When we have to make a decision that 
affects our relationship with this business 
partner, we consider the negative stories we 
have heard. 
ทางบริษัทเราใชเรื่องไมดีท่ีไดยินมาในการตัดสินใจ และวางแผนรับมือ 
วาควรจะทําอยางไรถึงจะไมกระทบกระเทือนความสัมพันธทางธุรกิจ 
Strongly      1         2         3         4          5           Strongly 
Disagree                                                                Agree 
ไมเห็นดวย         1         2         3         4          5          เห็นดวย 
 อยางย่ิง                                                                       อยางย่ิง 
8. We have tried to seek out the truth about 
any negative (hurtful) stories involving this 
business partner. 
ทางเราทุมเวลาในการหาขอมูลเก่ียวกับเรื่องควรระวังในการทําธุรกิจกับคู
คารายนี้ 
Strongly      1         2         3         4          5           Strongly 
Disagree                                                                Agree 
ไมเห็นดวย         1         2         3         4          5          เห็นดวย 
 อยางย่ิง                                                                       อยางย่ิง 
  Pass   
  Fail 
  Pass   
  Fail 
  Pass   
  Fail 
  Pass   
  Fail 
  Pass   
  Fail 
  Pass   
  Fail 
  Pass   
  Fail 
  Pass   
  Fail 
  Pass   
  Fail 
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In order to get your organization to do as your business partner 
would like, how often do representatives of that firm do the 
following   
 
เพื่อท่ีจะทําใหบริษัททานยอมทําตามที่ขอ ตัวแทนจากบริษัทคูคานี้ใชพฤติกรรมดังตอไปนี้อยางไร 
 
9. …clearly explain how our firm will improve 
ourselves by following a recommended course of 
action. 
อธิบายอยางชัดเจนวา บริษัทเราจะทํางานไดดีขึ้นถาปฏิบัติตามท่ีเขาแนะนํา 
     
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently
ไมเคยเลย    1         2          3         4         5      มีบอยมาก 
10. …outline the logic and/or evidence for 
expecting success from specific programs and 
actions suggested. 
....ใหเหตุผลตางๆ หรือ หลักฐาน เพื่อใหเห็นวา วาสิ่งที่เขาเสนอ จะนําไปสู
ความสําเร็จไดอยางไรตามที่คาดไว 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently
ไมเคยเลย    1         2          3         4         5      มีบอยมาก 
11. …make it explicit that their suggestions 
are intended to help us. 
ช้ีแนะวา ท่ีเขาแนะนํามา เพื่อต้ังใจชวยบริษัทเราเปนหลัก 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently
ไมเคยเลย    1         2          3         4         5      มีบอยมาก 
12. …make it clear that we would improve 
ourselves by following their recommendations. 
...บอกเราวา  ถาเชื่อการแนะนําของเขา เราจะพัฒนาปรับปรุงไดดีขึ้น  
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently
ไมเคยเลย    1         2          3         4         5      มีบอยมาก 
13. …make a case that our firm should 
comply based upon past experience, good sound 
business judgment, or marketing research. 
บอกเปนนัยวาเรานาจะทําตาม โดย ยกตัวอยางจาก เรื่องที่เคยเกิดมาแลว เรื่อง
ท่ีสมควรจะเกิด หรือ ขอมูลทางการตลาด 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently
ไมเคยเลย    1         2          3         4         5      มีบอยมาก 
14. …attempt to change our perspective by 
looking at how our decisions affect the big 
picture. 
ใหเราปรับการตัดสินใจโดยคํานึงถึงภาพโดยรวม 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently
ไมเคยเลย    1         2          3         4         5      มีบอยมาก 
15. …make a case that the long-term benefit 
is more important to consider than short-term 
issues.   
บอกเราใหคํานึงถึงผลประโยชนระยะยาว มากวาจะมาถกปญหาระยะสั้น 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently
ไมเคยเลย    1         2          3         4         5      มีบอยมาก 
16. …want us to consider long-term issues 
and strategies, rather than specific courses of 
action. 
กลาวเปนนัยวาอยากใหเราคํานึงถึงปญหาระยะยาว หรือในแงกลยุทธ 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently
ไมเคยเลย    1         2          3         4         5      มีบอยมาก 
17. …focus our attention on general strategies 
(as opposed to specific strategies) when thinking 
about how to make our business improve. 
ในการวางแผนปรับปรุงธุรกิจรวมกัน เขาพูดแตเรื่องทั่วๆไป (ไมเนนอะไร
เปนพิเศษ)  
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently
ไมเคยเลย    1         2          3         4         5      มีบอยมาก 
  Pass   
  Fail 
  Pass   
  Fail 
  Pass   
  Fail 
  Pass   
  Fail 
  Pass   
  Fail 
  Pass   
  Fail 
  Pass   
  Fail 
  Pass   
  Fail 
  Pass   
  Fail 
  Pass   
  Fail 
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18. …ask for our compliance to their 
requests, not indicating any positive or negative 
outcome for our company if we were to comply or 
not. 
ขอรองใหเรายอมทําตามที่เขาขอ แตไมได แจงวา จะทําอะไรเราถาเราจะทํา
ยอมทําตามหรือไมก็ตาม 
    
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently
ไมเคยเลย    1         2          3         4         5      มีบอยมาก 
19. …ask us to accept new ideas without 
explaining what effect they will have on our 
business. 
ขอรองใหเรายอมรับแนวทาง ใหม โดยไมไดบอกวาจะมีผลกระทบตอฝายเรา
อยางไร 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently
ไมเคยเลย    1         2          3         4         5      มีบอยมากมีบอยมาก 
20. …ask our cooperation in implementing 
new programs without mentioning rewards for 
complying or punishments for refusing. 
ขอรองเพื่อใหรวมมือในสิ่งใหม แตไมไดเอยถึงผลประโยชน หรือ โทษอะไร
เลยจากสิ่งใหม 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently
ไมเคยเลย    1         2          3         4         5      มีบอยมากมีบอยมาก 
21. …ask us to do a favor for them, but not 
indicate any outcome for our company if we do or 
do not comply. 
...ไหววานใหชวยทําบางอยางแตไมไดบอกวาถาไมทําตามจะเกิดอะไรขึ้น 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently
ไมเคยเลย    1         2          3         4         5      มีบอยมากมีบอยมาก 
22.  …promise to give something to us if we 
comply with their requests. 
สัญญาวาเราจะไดรับผลประโยชนบางอยางจากเขา ถาเรายอมทําตามที่เขาขอ 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently
ไมเคยเลย    1         2          3         4         5      มีบอยมากมีบอยมาก 
23. …offer bonuses to encourage us to meet 
or exceed sales or profit quotas. 
ใชระบบโบนัส เพื่อชวยกระตุนใหเราทําตามที่เขาขอ 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently
ไมเคยเลย    1         2          3         4         5      มีบอยมากมีบอยมาก 
24.  …offer specific incentives to make us 
change the way we do business.   
ใชผลประโยชนเพื่อจูงใจใหเราเปลี่ยนแผนทางธุรกิจตามที่เขาตองการ 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently
ไมเคยเลย    1         2          3         4         5      มีบอยมากมีบอยมาก 
25. …offer incentives to us when we are 
reluctant to cooperate with a new program or 
policy. 
เขาใชผลประโยชนเขาลอ ถาเห็นเราลังเล เหมือนกับไมยอมทําตามที่เขาขอ  
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently
ไมเคยเลย    1         2          3         4         5      มีบอยมากมีบอยมาก 
26. …make it a point to refer to legal 
agreements we have when attempting to influence 
our actions. 
อางถึงขอตกลงทางกฏหมาย เพื่อใหเรายอมทําตาม 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently
ไมเคยเลย    1         2          3         4         5      มีบอยมากมีบอยมาก 
27. … ‘remind us’ of our obligations as 
stipulated in the contractual agreement. 
เตือนสติ วาขอตกลงทางกฏหมายที่มีกับเรา จะมีผลอยางไรถาไมทําตาม 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently
ไมเคยเลย    1         2          3         4         5      มีบอยมากมีบอยมาก 
28. …use sections of our contractual 
agreement as a ‘tool’ to get us to agree to their 
demands. 
ใช ขอความทางกฏหมายเปนเครื่องมือบีบคั้นใหเรายอมทําตาม 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently
ไมเคยเลย    1         2          3         4         5      มีบอยมากมีบอยมาก 
  Pass   
  Fail 
  Pass   
  Fail 
  Pass   
  Fail 
  Pass   
  Fail 
  Pass   
  Fail 
  Pass   
  Fail 
  Pass   
  Fail 
  Pass   
  Fail 
  Pass   
  Fail 
  Pass   
  Fail 
  Pass   
  Fail 
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29.  …make interpretations of our contractual 
agreement to gain our cooperation with a request. 
พยายามตีความขอตกลงทางกฏหมายในทางที่จะใหเรากลัว และทําตาม 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently
ไมเคยเลย    1         2          3         4         5      มีบอยมากมีบอยมาก 
30. …make it clear that failure to comply 
with their requests will result in penalties against 
us. 
บอกเลยวา ถาไมยอมทําตาม จะไดรับโทษ หรือ เสียผลประโยชนอยางไร 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently
ไมเคยเลย    1         2          3         4         5      มีบอยมากมีบอยมาก 
31. …threaten to give poorer service to our 
company if we fail to agree with their requests. 
ขูวาเราจะไดรับการบริการท่ีไมดีถาเราทําตามที่เขาขอไมได 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently
ไมเคยเลย    1         2          3         4         5      มีบอยมากมีบอยมาก 
32.  …use threats such as higher prices, 
slower delivery etc. 
ใชการขมขู เชน ขึ้นราคา สงของชา สั่งนอยลง เพื่อใหเรายอมทําตาม 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently
ไมเคยเลย    1         2          3         4         5      มีบอยมากมีบอยมาก 
33. …communicate their ability to ‘make 
things difficult’ for us if we do not meet their 
demands. 
สื่อท้ังทางตรงและทางออมวา เขาสามารถ ทําความยุงยากใหแกเราได ถาเรา
ไมทําตามที่ขอ 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently
ไมเคยเลย    1         2          3         4         5      มีบอยมากมีบอยมาก 
34. …threaten to discontinue service to us for 
failure to comply with their requests. 
ขูวาจะหยุดทําธุรกิจกับเรา ถาเราไมสามารถทําตามที่ขอ 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently
ไมเคยเลย    1         2          3         4         5      มีบอยมากมีบอยมาก 
 Relationship Satisfaction 
 How would you describe your feelings toward the relationship with this business partner? 
 ทานมีความรูสึกอยางไรตอความสัมพันธทางธุรกิจกับบริษัทคูคารายนี้   
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35. This is an unfair 
relationship for us.   
เปนความสัมพันธท่ีไมยุติธรรมกับทางเรา 
-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
This is a fair 
relationship for us. 
เปนความสัมพันธท่ียุติธรรมดี 
  Pass    Fail          Pass    Fail 
36. This is an unprofitable 
relationship for us.   
เปนธุรกิจที่ทางเรา เสียหายขาดทุน -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
This is a profitable 
relationship for us. 
ปนความสัมพันธท่ีทางเรา ได
กําไร 
  Pass    Fail          Pass    Fail 
37. We feel inferior in this -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 We feel superior in 
  Pass    Fail 
  Pass   
  Fail 
  Pass   
  Fail 
  Pass   
  Fail 
  Pass   
  Fail 
  Pass   
  Fail 
  Pass   
  Fail 
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relationship.   
ทางเรารูสึกเปนเบี้ยลาง 
this relationship. 
ทางเรารูสึกถือไพเหนือกวา 
  Pass    Fail          Pass    Fail 
38. There is a great deal of 
dishonesty in this 
relationship.   
การทําธุรกิจกับคูคานี้เต็มไปดวยความไมซื่อ 
-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
There is a great deal 
of honesty in this 
relationship.   
การทําธุรกิจกับคูคานี้เต็มไป
ดวยความซื่อสัตยฺ  
  Pass    Fail          Pass    Fail 
39. This relationship reflects 
hostility. 
เปนการทําธุรกิจที่มีแตการหํ้าห่ันกันใน
เชิงธุรกิจ 
-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
This relationship 
reflects friendliness.   
เปนการทําธุรกิจที่ถอยทีถอย
อาศัยกันดี 
  Pass    Fail          Pass    Fail 
40. This relationship is 
frustrating for us.   
เปนการทําธุรกิจที่ทําใหทางเราหายใจไม
ท่ัวทอง 
-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
This relationship is 
enjoyable for us. 
เปนการทําธุรกิจที่รื่นรมย นา
ติดตอดวย 
  Pass    Fail          Pass    Fail 
41. This relationship is 
punishing for us. 
มีแตการจับผิด กลาวโทษกัน 
-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
This relationship is 
rewarding for us. 
มีแตคําชม และ ใหประโยชน 
  Pass    Fail          Pass    Fail 
42. We feel vulnerable in this 
relationship. 
ทางเรารูสึกกลัว และกังวลโดยตลอด 
-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
We feel safe in this 
relationship. 
รูสึกวาปลอดภัย มั่นคงไรกังวล 
  Pass    Fail          Pass    Fail 
43. This is a losing 
relationship for us.   
ทางเราเสียทีเขาตลอด 
-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
This is a wining 
relationship for us. 
ไดประโยชนท้ังสองฝาย 
  Pass    Fail          Pass    Fail 
44. We feel bad about this 
relationship. 
รูสึกไมดีกับความสัมพันธนี้เลย 
-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
We feel good about 
this relationship. 
รูสึกดีตอความสัมพันธนี้ 
  Pass    Fail          Pass    Fail 
45. There is little respect for 
us in this relationship. 
ไมมีความเคารพเราเลย -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
There is a great deal 
of respect for us in 
this relationship. 
ใหความเคารพเราดี 
  Pass    Fail          Pass    Fail 
46. This relationship is 
inflexible for us. 
ไมเคยออนขอใหกันและกันเลย 
-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
This relationship is 
flexible for us. 
โอนออน ผอนตามกันดี 
  Pass    Fail          Pass    Fail 
47. The relationship is -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 The relationship is 
ss 
il 
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harmful to us. 
มีแตการใหราย ปดความผิด 
helpful for us. 
ชวยเหลือเก้ือกูลดี 
  Pass    Fail          Pass    Fail 
48. We feel dissatisfied with 
this relationship. 
ทางเราไมพอใจกับการทําธุรกิจกับคูคานี้
เลย 
-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
We feel satisfied 
with this 
relationship. 
ทางเราพอใจกับการทําธุรกิจกับ
คูคานี้ 
  Pass    Fail          Pass    Fail 
49. We feel angry about this 
relationship. 
เปนการทําธุรกิจที่ทําใหอารมยเสีย -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
We feel happy about 
this relationship. 
เปนการทําธุรกิจที่อยางมี
ความสุข 
  Pass    Fail          Pass    Fail 
50. We feel negative toward 
this relationship. 
มีความรูสึกทางลบกับความสัมพันธ -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
We feel positive 
toward this 
relationship. 
มีแตความรูสึกทางบวกใหแก
กัน 
  Pass    Fail          Pass    Fail 
51. This relationship is 
unproductive for us. 
  ธุริจกับเขานี้ไมมีผลงอกเงยซะเลย 
-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
This relationship is 
productive for us. 
ธุริจกับเขานี้มีผลงอกงามดี 
  Pass    Fail          Pass    Fail 
52. We feel displeased with 
this relationship. 
เปนการทําธุรกิจที่ไมรื่นรมยจริงๆ 
-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
We feel pleased with 
this relationship. 
เปนการทําธุรกิจที่นาริ่นรมย 
  Pass    Fail          Pass    Fail 
53. We don’t like this 
relationship. 
ทางเราไมชอบทางเขาจริงๆ 
-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
We like this 
relationship. 
ทางเรากับเขาชอบพอกันดี 
  Pass    Fail          Pass    Fail 
54. This relationship is biased 
against us. 
ทางเขาลําเอียงไมเขาขางเรา 
-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
This relationship is 
biased for us. 
ทางเขาลําเอียงเขาขางเรา 
  Pass    Fail          Pass    Fail 
55. They are unkind to us. 
ไมมีความเห็นอกเห็นใจทางเราลย -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
They are kind to us. 
เห็นอกเห็นใจทางเราดี 
  Pass    Fail          Pass    Fail 
 
L. บริษัทคูคานี้ ประเทศใดเปนเจาของ หรือ ผูถือหุนหลัก 
L. What is the nationality of this customer/supplier? (check any options that apply) 
 Thai     Within ASEAN      EU group     American        Japanese    
  Korean    Chinese        Australia/New Zealand    Middle Eastern  
  Other: Please identify:___________________ 
  Pass   
  Fail 
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M. What is the nationality of this customer/supplier? (check any options that apply) 
M. ตัวแทนของบริษัทคูคานี้ เปนสัญชาติอะไร 
 Thai     Within ASEAN      EU group     American        Japanese    
  Korean    Chinese        Australia/New Zealand    Middle Eastern  
  Other: Please identify:___________________ 
 
N.  ถาทางคูคานี้ขอใหทานยอมทําบางอยาง แตทางทานตองเสียผลประโยชนไปบางในระยะสั้น  ทางบริษัททานมีความเห็นวาอยางไร? 
N. How likely would your firm agree to do what your business partner would want you to do if 
you were faced with a short-term loss if you did it? 
Very Low 1 2 3 4 5 Very High   
 
O. โดยท่ัวไป  ทานวาบริษัททานกับคูคานี้มีระดับความขัดแยงเปนอยางไร? 
O. In general, how do you define the current level of conflict between your company and this 
business partner? 
Very Low 1 2 3 4 5 Very High 
 
P. In general, how do you consider the level of compatibility between you and this trading partner 
P. โดยท่ัวไป ทานวา ทางทานกับคูคานี้ม  ีความเขากันไดขนาดไหน? 
Very Low 1 2 3 4 5 Very High 
 
Q. In the future, how long do you plan to keep your relationship with this customer/supplier? 
Q. โดยท่ัวไป ถาใหคาดเดา บริษัททานกับคูคานี้จะทําธุรกิจสืบไปในอนาคตอีกนานเทาไร? 
 less than one year 
 1-5 years  
 6-10 years 
 11-20 years   
  Over 20 years  
 I don’t know   
 
 
R. How much of this trading partner’s business depend on our company?  
R.  ทานวา ธุรกิจของเขาขึ้นกับเรามากขนาดไหน  
Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 Strongly Agree 
 
 
S. It is difficult for them to find other partner to replace us 
S. ทางเขาหาคนอื่นมาแทนที่เรายาก 
Very Little  1 2 3 4 5  A Great Deal 
 
T. Doing business with us  is important for them 
T. การทําธุรกิจกับเรามีความสําคัญกับเขามาก 
Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 Strongly Agree 
 
 
 
 
 
 
*** Highlight Items were deleted during content and substantive validity evaluation*** 
  Pass   
  Fail 
  Pass   
  Fail 
  Pass   
  Fail 
  Pass   
  Fail 
  Pass   
  Fail 
  Pass   
  Fail 
  Pass   
  Fail 
  Pass   
  Fail 
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ในการตอบแบบสอบถามนี้ กรุณาเลือกบริษัทคูคาท่ีทานเห็นวาเปนอันดบัหนึ่งในสายตาของทาน เพื่อใช
เปนฐานในการตอบคําถาม.   กรุณาเลือกบริษัทท่ีทานทําธุรกิจดวยมานานพอสมควร    
  
A. สําหรับบริษัทที่เลือกนี้ คูคารายนี้เปน   ของบริษัทเรา 
 ลูกคา    ซัพพลายเออร  ท้ังซัพพลายเออร และ ลูกคา 
B. คูคานี้อยูในอุตสาหกรรมอะไร?    
       อุตสาหกรรมอาหาร          อุตสาหกรรมเคมี 
C. คูคานี้มีบทบาทอยางไรในซัพพลายเชน 
  ขายสง   ขายปลีก หรือ โมเดินเทรด     การใหบริการ  การสือสาร การบริการขอมูล 
    ขนสง กระจายสินคา คลังสินคา  อ่ืนๆ โปรดระบุ:_______________ 
   
D. ทานซื้อ หรือ ขายสินคาในรูปแบบใดกับคูคานี้                     
     สินคาสําเร็จรูป      สินคาวัตถุดิบ      สินคาก่ึงสําเร็จรูป ท่ีอาจตองไปผานกระบวนการสุดทาย หรือ บรรจุขั้นสุดทายกอน
ออกจําหนาย 
 
E. ทานทําธุรกิจกับคูคานี้มานานเทาไร? 
 Less than one year 
 1-5 years  
 6-10 years  
 11-20 years  
 Over 20 years  
 
 
F. ทานทํางานกับบริษัทของทานมานานเทาไร? 
 Less than one year 
 1-5 years  
 6-10 years  
 11-20 years  
 Over 20 years  
 
 
G. ทานมีตําแหนงอะไร? 
Title ____________________________________________ 
 
H. ทานสังกัดแผนกอะไร? 
 Marketing 
 Sales 
 Logistics, Warehouse & Distribution  
 Other. Please identify:______________ 
 Purchasing & Material Planning  
 Supply Chain   
 Manufacturing & Production  
     
 
 
I.  กลาวโดยรวม  ธุรกิจของทานขึ้นกับคูคานี้มากสักเทาไร? 
Very Little  1 2 3 4 5  A Great Deal 
       
J.  บริษัทคูคานี้หาบริษัทอื่นมาแทนยาก 
Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 Strongly Agree 
 
K. คูคานี้มีความสําคัญตอธุรกิจของเรามาก 
Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 Strongly Agree 
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ทางบริษัททานอาจเคยไดยินบริษัทอ่ืนพูดถึงการที่คูคารายนี้ใชอํานาจทางธุรกิจ กับบริษัทอ่ืนเพื่อใหยอมทําตามที่คูคานี้ขอ 
จากที่ผานมา ทานมีความเห็นตอ เหตุการณตอไปนี้อยางไร  
1. ทางบริษัทเราไดยินการชมชอบเกี่ยวกับการใชอํานาจทางธุรกิจ ของบริษัทคูคานี้
จากบริษัทอื่นๆบอยๆ 
 
ไมเห็นดวย       1         2         3         4          5          เห็นดวย 
 อยางยิ่ง                                                                       อยางยิ่ง 
2. ทางบริษัทเราไดยินตัวอยางที่ดี หลายเรื่อง ของบริษัทคูคานี้ท่ีชวยเหลือบริษัทอื่น 
 
ไมเห็นดวย       1         2         3         4          5          เห็นดวย 
 อยางยิ่ง                                                                       อยางยิ่ง 
3. เรื่องดีๆท่ีไดยินมา ทําใหมีผลตอการตัดสินใจทางธุรกิจระหวางเรากับบริษัทคูคานี้
 
ไมเห็นดวย       1         2         3         4          5          เห็นดวย 
 อยางยิ่ง                                                                       อยางยิ่ง 
4. ทางเราทุมเวลาในการหาความจริงเกี่ยวกับเรื่องดีๆท่ีไดยินมา เพื่อใหรูวาควรจะ
ปฏิบัติอยางไรถามีการขอรองจากคูคารายนี้ 
 
 ไมเห็นดวย       1         2         3         4          5          เห็นดวย 
 อยางยิ่ง                                                                       อยางยิ่ง 
5. ทางบริษัทเราไดยินเรื่องไมดีเก่ียวกับการใชอํานาจทางธุรกิจ ของบริษัทคูคานี้จาก
บริษัทอื่นๆบอยๆ 
 
ไมเห็นดวย       1         2         3         4          5          เห็นดวย 
 อยางยิ่ง                                                                       อยางยิ่ง 
6. ทางบริษัทเราไดยินเรื่องไมดีหลายเรื่อง ของบริษัทคูคานี้ทํากับบริษัทอื่น 
 
 ไมเห็นดวย       1         2         3         4          5          เห็นดวย 
 อยางยิ่ง                                                                       อยางยิ่ง 
7. ทางบริษัทเราใชเรื่องไมดีท่ีไดยินมาในการตัดสินใจ และวางแผนรับมือ วาควรจะ
ทําอยางไรถึงจะไมกระทบกระเทือนความสัมพันธทางธุรกิจ 
 
ไมเห็นดวย       1         2         3         4          5          เห็นดวย 
 อยางยิ่ง                                                                       อยางยิ่ง 
8. ทางเราทุมเวลาในการหาขอมูลเก่ียวกับเรื่องควรระวังในการทําธุรกิจกับคูคารายนี้
 
ไมเห็นดวย       1         2         3         4          5          เห็นดวย 
 อยางยิ่ง                                                                       อยางยิ่ง 
 
เพื่อท่ีจะทําใหบริษัททานยอมทําตามที่ขอ ตัวแทนจากบริษัทคูคานี้ใชพฤติกรรมดังตอไปนี้อยางไร 
 
9. อธิบายอยางชัดเจนวา บริษัทเราจะทํางานไดดีขึ้นถาปฏิบัติตามท่ีเขาแนะนํา 
 
 
 ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
10. ....ใหเหตุผลตางๆ หรือ หลักฐาน เพื่อใหเห็นวา วาสิ่งที่เขาเสนอ จะนําไปสู
ความสําเร็จไดอยางไรตามที่คาดไว 
 
 ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
11. ช้ีแนะวา ท่ีเขาแนะนํามา เพื่อต้ังใจชวยบริษัทเราเปนหลัก 
 
 ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
12. ...บอกเราวา  ถาเชื่อการแนะนําของเขา เราจะพัฒนาปรับปรุงไดดีขึ้น  
 
 ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
13. บอกเปนนัยวาเรานาจะทําตาม โดย ยกตัวอยางจาก เรื่องที่เคยเกิดมาแลว เรื่อง
ท่ีสมควรจะเกิด หรือ ขอมูลทางการตลาด 
 
 ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
14. ใหเราปรับการตัดสินใจโดยคํานึงถึงผลที่มีตอภาพโดยรวม 
 
 ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
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15. บอกเราใหคํานึงถึงผลประโยชนระยะยาว มากวาจะมาถกปญหาระยะสั้น 
 
 ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
16. กลาววาอยากใหเราคํานึงถึงปญหาระยะยาว หรือในแงกลยุทธ 
 
 ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
17. ในการวางแผนปรับปรุงธุรกิจรวมกัน เขาพูดแตเรื่องทั่วๆไป (ไมเนนอะไร
เปนพิเศษ)  
 ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
18. ขอรองใหเรายอมทําตามที่เขาขอ แตไมได แจงวา จะทําอะไรเราถาเราจะทํา
ยอมทําตามหรือไมก็ตาม 
 ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
19. ขอรองใหเรายอมรับแนวทาง ใหม โดยไมไดบอกวาจะมีผลกระทบตอฝายเรา
อยางไร 
 ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
20. ขอรองเพื่อใหรวมมือในสิ่งใหม แตไมไดเอยถึงผลประโยชน หรือ โทษอะไร
เลยจากสิ่งใหมนั้น 
 ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
21. ...ไหววานใหชวยทําบางอยางแตไมไดบอกวาถาไมทําตามจะเกิดอะไรขึ้น  ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
 
22.  สัญญาวาเราจะไดรับผลประโยชนบางอยางจากเขา ถาเรายอมทําตามที่เขาขอ 
 
ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
23. ใชระบบโบนัส เพื่อชวยกระตุนใหเราทําตามเปา หรือ เกินเปา  
 
 ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
24.   ใชผลประโยชนเพื่อจูงใจใหเราเปลี่ยนแผนทางธุรกิจตามที่เขาตองการ 
 
 ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
25. …เขาใชผลประโยชนเขาลอ ถาเห็นเราลังเล เหมือนกับไมยอมทําตามที่เขา
ขอ  
 ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
26. อางถึงขอตกลงทางกฏหมาย เพื่อใหเรายอมทําตาม 
 
 ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
27. เตือนสติ วาขอตกลงทางกฏหมายที่มีกับเรา จะมีผลอยางไรถาไมทําตาม  ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
28. ใช ขอความทางกฏหมายเปนเครื่องมือบีบคั้นใหเรายอมทําตาม 
 
 ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
29. พยายามตีความขอตกลงทางกฏหมายในทางที่จะใหเรากลัว และทําตาม 
 
 ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
30. บอกเลยวา ถาไมยอมทําตาม จะไดรับโทษ หรือ เสียผลประโยชนอยางไร 
 
 ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
31. ขูวาเราจะไดรับการบริการท่ีไมดีถาเราทําตามที่เขาขอไมได 
 ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
32. ใชการขมขู เชน ขึ้นราคา สงของชา สั่งนอยลง เพื่อใหเรายอมทําตาม 
 
ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
33. สื่อท้ังทางตรงและทางออมวา เขาสามารถ ทําความยุงยากใหแกเราได ถาเรา
ไมทําตามที่เขาขอ 
 ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
34. ขูวาจะหยุดทําธุรกิจกับเรา ถาเราไมสามารถทําตามที่ขอ 
 
ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
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   Relationship Satisfaction 
  
ทานมีความรูสึกอยางไรตอความสัมพันธทางธุรกิจกับบริษัทคูคารายนี ้  
 
รูสึกตามขอความทางซายอยางมาก   ไมเห็นดวยกับทั้งสองขาง   รูสึกตามขอความทางขวาอยางยิ่ง 
 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3  
         
35. เปนความสัมพันธท่ีไมยุติธรรมกับทางเรา -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 เปนความสัมพันธท่ียุติธรรมดี 
         
36. เปนธุรกิจที่ทางเรา เสียหายขาดทุน -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 เปนความสัมพันธท่ีทางเรา ไดกําไร 
         
37. ทางเรารูสึกเปนเบี้ยลาง -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 ทางเรารูสึกถือไพเหนือกวา 
         
38. การทําธุรกิจกับคูคานี้เต็มไปดวยความไม
ซื่อ -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
การทําธุรกิจกับคูคานี้เต็มไปดวยความ
ซื่อสัตยฺ  
         
39. เปนการทําธุรกิจที่มีแตการหํ้าห่ันกันใน
เชิงธุรกิจ -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
เปนการทําธุรกิจที่ถอยทีถอยอาศัยกันดี 
         
40. เปนการทําธุรกิจที่ทําใหทางเราหายใจไม
ท่ัวทอง -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
เปนการทําธุรกิจที่รื่นรมย นาติดตอดวย 
         
41. มีแตการจับผิด กลาวโทษกัน -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 มีแตคําชม และ ใหประโยชน 
         
42. ทางเรารูสึกกลัว และกังวลโดยตลอด -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 .รูสึกวาปลอดภัย มั่นคงไรกังวล 
         
43. ทางเราเสียทีเขาตลอด -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 ไดประโยชนท้ังสองฝาย 
         
44. รูสึกไมดีกับความสัมพันธนี้เลย -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 รูสึกดีตอความสัมพันธนี้ 
         
45. ไมมีความเคารพเราเลย -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 ใหความเคารพเราดี 
         
46. ไมเคยออนขอใหกันและกันเลย -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 โอนออน ผอนตามกันดี 
         
47. มีแตการใหราย ปดความผิด -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 ชวยเหลือเก้ือกูลดี 
         
48. ทางเราไมพอใจกับการทําธุรกิจกับคูคานี้ -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 ทางเราพอใจกับการทําธุรกิจกับคูคานี้ 
         
49. เปนการทําธุรกิจที่ทําใหอารมยเสีย -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 เปนการทําธุรกิจที่อยางมีความสุข 
         
50. มีความรูสึกทางลบกับความสัมพันธ -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 มีแตความรูสึกทางบวกใหแกกัน 
         
51. ธุริจกับเขานี้ไมมีผลงอกเงยซะเลย -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 ธุริจกับเขานี้มีผลงอกงามดี 
         
52. เปนการทําธุรกิจที่ไมรื่นรมยจริงๆ -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 เปนการทําธุรกิจที่นาริ่นรมย 
         
53. ทางเราไมชอบทางเขาจริงๆ -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 ทางเรากับเขาชอบพอกันดี 
         
54. ทางเขาลําเอียงไมเขาขางเรา -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 ทางเขาลําเอียงเขาขางเรา 
         
55. ไมมีความเห็นอกเห็นใจทางเราลย -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 เห็นอกเห็นใจทางเราดี 
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L. บริษัทคูคานี้ ประเทศใดเปนเจาของ หรือ ผูถือหุนหลัก 
 Thai     Within ASEAN      EU group     American        Japanese    
  Korean    Chinese        Australia/New Zealand    Middle Eastern  
  Other: Please identify:___________________ 
 
M. ตัวแทนของบริษัทคูคานี้ เปนสัญชาติอะไร 
 Thai     Within ASEAN      EU group     American        Japanese    
  Korean    Chinese        Australia/New Zealand    Middle Eastern  
  Other: Please identify:___________________ 
 
N. ถาทางคูคานี้ขอใหทานยอมทําบางอยาง แตทางทานตองเสียผลประโยชนไปบางในระยะสั้น  ทางบริษัททานมีความเห็นวาอยางไร? 
Very Low 1 2 3 4 5 Very High   
 
O. โดยท่ัวไป  ทานวาบริษัททานกับคูคานี้มีระดับความขัดแยงเปนอยางไร? 
Very Low 1 2 3 4 5 Very High 
 
P. โดยท่ัวไป ทานวา ทางทานกับคูคานี้ม  ีความเขากันไดขนาดไหน? 
Very Low 1 2 3 4 5 Very High 
 
Q. โดยท่ัวไป ถาใหคาดเดา บริษัททานกับคูคานี้จะทําธุรกิจสืบไปในอนาคตอีกนานเทาไร? 
 less than one year 
 1-5 years  
 6-10 years 
 11-20 years   
  Over 20 years  
 I don’t know   
 
R. ทานวา ธุรกิจของเขาขึ้นกับเรามากขนาดไหน 
Very Little  1 2 3 4 5 A Great Deal 
 
S. ทางเขาหาคนอื่นมาแทนที่เรายาก 
Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 Strongly Agree 
 
T. การทําธุรกิจกับเรามีความสําคัญกับเขามาก 
Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 Strongly Agree 
 
*** Highlight Items were deleted during content and substantive validity evaluation*** 
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              INTRODUCTION LETTER 
              Supply Chain Research Team  Suite D001 
639/18-19 Sukhumvit 101/1                                                                    
Bangjak, Prakanong, Bangkok 10260  Thailand 
เรียน  
ทาง The University of Tennessee ใครขอเรียนเชิญทาน ชวยตอบแบบสอบถาม Inter organizational Influence Research.  
ความรวมมือของทานมีความสําคัญตองานวิจัยนี้มาก เพราะทานเปนเพยีงไมกีบ่ริษัทที่เราไดเลือกสรรมาจาก หลายพันรายชื่อที่เราไดมา
จาก องคกรของรัฐ และหนวยงานทางอุตสาหกรรม.   งานวิจัยนี้ เปนหนึ่งใน Supply Chain Management Series in Thailand ภายใตการ
ดูแลของ ทวีพันธุ เลียงพิบูลย (Duke Leingpibul), นักเรียน ปริญญาเอก สาย โลจิสติกส ซัพพลายเชน.  จุดมุงหมายหลักเพื่อพฒันาระบบ 
และ ความรูเกี่ยวกับ Supply Chain Management ของไทย.  
เราไดที่อยูติดตอของทานมาจากองคกรของรัฐ ซึ่งไมไดระบุชื่อผูติดตอที่เจาะจง  กรุณาโปรดสงตอให บุคคล หรือ แผนกที่
เกี่ยวของ ที่มีหนาทีต่ิดตอกับบริษัทคูคาภายนอก และ ที่มปีระสพการณการเกี่ยวกับการใชอํานาจทางธุรกิจของบริษัทคูคา อาทิเชน ฝาย
ขาย หรือ จัดซื้อ. 
การตอบแบบสอบถามนี้จะใชเวลาไมเกิน 8-9 นาที และไมมีการถามเกี่ยวกับขอมูลทางการเงิน หรือทางการตลาด  ขอมูลติดตอ
ของทานจะเปนความลับ และจะลบทิง้หลังจากไดสงผลสรุปการวิจัยไปใหทาน.   สําหรับทานที่สงแบบสอบถามกลับมากอน 18 
กรกฎาคม 2548 ทางเราจะสง Wrist Band “ LIVESTRONG” สีเหลือง Lance Armstrong Foundation ของแท กลับไปให. Wrist Band นี้ยัง
แสดงถึงวาทานไดมีโอกาสรวมบริจาคเงิน 40 บาทสูกองทุนวิจัยตานมะเร็งโลกดวย. 
งานวิจัยชุดนี้จะเปนประโยชนอยางมากตออุตสาหกรรมในประเทศไทย โดยเฉพาะกลุมที่อยากเปดตลาดในอเมริกา  เมื่อ
งานวิจัยนี้เสร็จสิ้น ทางเราจะรายงานผลตอทาน เพื่อเปนการตอบแทนที่ทานไดสละเวลาชวยเหลือเรา หวังวา ทานจะไดใชประโยชนจาก
ขอมูลนี้ ใหเปนประโยชนเมื่อลูกคาตางประเทศ  มาทํา Supplier assessment หรือทํา outsourcing กับบริษัททาน หรือ บริษัทที่ทานรูจัก. 
English Translation 
The university of Tennessee would like to invite you to be our informant for the research “ Inter-organizational Influence in 
Thailand”.  Your help will be critical for our success because you are one of very few firms we selected from the list provided by the 
ministry of industry.  This research is a part of the Supply Management Research in Thailand Series, which is under the supervision of  
Duke Leingpibul, a doctoral candidate in Logistics.  We obtained your contact information from the government and professional 
associations.  Therefore, the address may not be accurate and may not pertinent to the key informant in your firm.  Please help forward 
this questionnaire to the right person in your company, who mainly deals with the other companies and also experienced the use of 
power from your trading partners such as sale manager or purchasing manager. 
This questionnaire will take around 8-9 minutes to answer. In addition, we will not ask about the sensitive information 
such as financial or marketing info.  Your contact information will keep secretly and will be deleted after we send the final study result 
to you.  For the complete questionnaire received before 18 July 2005, we will show our appreciation for your quick response by sending 
the genuine yellow wrist band “ LIVESTRONG” made by Lance Armstrong Foundation— the original one  from the US.   
 When the study is complete, we will send the executive summary to you (if you want).  Hopefully, this piece of information 
will help you to gain attention from global firms who are looking for suppliers in Asia.  
Your cooperation will be deeply appreciated.  We hope that we can return your favor in near future. 
 
ดวยความเคารพอยางสูง / Sincerely Yours,                 
  ทวีพันธุ  เลียงพิบลูย/ Duke Leingpibul 
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 SUPPLY CHAIN RESEARCH IN THAILAND 2005 
                                                
                                                                                       
S  u  p  p l  y    C  h  a  i  n     M   a  n  a  g  e  m  e  n  t      R  e  s  e  a  r  c  h     S   e  r  i  e  s 
 
ในการตอบแบบสอบถามนี้ กรุณาเลือกบริษัทคูคาเพียงหนึ่งบริษัทท่ีทานไดมีการทําธุรกิจดวยกนัมานานพอสมควร   ใชประสบการณท่ีไดจากการทํา
ธุรกิจกับบริษัทท่ีวานี้ เพื่อใชเปนฐานในการตอบคําถามชดุนี้    
A. สําหรับบริษัทท่ีเลือกนี้ คูคารายนี้เปน________ ของบริษัทเรา 
 ลูกคา    ซัพพลายเออร   ท้ังลูกคา และ ซัพพลายเออร 
B. คูคานี้อยูในอุตสาหกรรมอะไร?    
               อุตสาหกรรมอาหาร          อุตสาหกรรมเคมี   อ่ืนๆ โปรดระบุ:_______________ 
C. คูคานี้มีบทบาทอยางไรในซัพพลายเชน 
  Wholesaler ขายสง     Retailer  ขายปลีก หรือ โมเดินเทรด     การใหบริการ  
  ขนสง กระจายสินคา คลังสินคา     ผูผลิต             การสื่อสาร/ IT  อ่ืนๆ โปรดระบุ:_______________ 
  D. ทานซื้อ หรือ ขายสินคาในรูปแบบใดกับคูคานี้                     
      Finished good สินคาสําเร็จรูป       Raw materials สินคาวัตถุดิบ       Service บริการ 
      Semi-finished สินคาก่ึงสําเร็จรูป ท่ีอาจตองไปผานกระบวนการสุดทาย หรือ บรรจุขั้นสุดทายกอนออกจําหนาย 
E. ทานทําธุรกิจกับคูคานี้มานานเทาไร? 
 นอยกวาหนึ่งป            1-5 ป             6-10 ป            11-20 ป             มากกวา 20 ป 
F. ทานทํางานกับบริษัทของทานมานานเทาไร? 
 นอยกวาหนึ่งป            1-5 ป             6-10 ป            11-20 ป             มากกวา 20 ป 
G. ทานมีตําแหนงอะไร? (เชน ผูจัดการฝายขาย , หัวหนาฝายจัดซี้อ, เจาของ , อ่ืนๆ) 
Title /ตําแหนง ____________________________________________ 
H. ทานสังกัดแผนกอะไร? 
 การตลาด  ฝายขาย  จัดซื้อ & วางแผนการผลิต  Supply Chain    ฝายผลิต Manufacturing & Production 
 Logistics, Warehouse & Distribution    อ่ืนๆ โปรดระบุ:____________ 
I. ทําธุรกิจกับเขามีความสําคัญกับธุรกิจเรามาก ไมเห็นดวยอยางยิ่ง      1           2           3          4           5        เห็นดวยอยางยิง่ 
J. คูคานี้หาเจาอื่นมาทดแทนไดยาก ไมเห็นดวยอยางยิ่ง      1           2           3          4           5        เห็นดวยอยางยิง่ 
K. ทานเปนคนที่เหมาะมากในการใหขอมูลเรื่องการใชอํานาจทางธุรกิจคูคานี้ ไมเห็นดวยอยางยิ่ง      1           2           3          4           5        เห็นดวยอยางยิง่ 
L. ถาเขาไมชอบหนาเรา เราแยแนๆ ไมเห็นดวยอยางยิ่ง      1           2           3          4           5        เห็นดวยอยางยิง่ 
M. ความคิดเห็นของทาน  คือ ความคิดเห็นของบริษัท ไมเห็นดวยอยางยิ่ง      1           2           3          4           5        เห็นดวยอยางยิง่ 
N.การตัดสินใจวาบริษัทจะยอม หรือ ไมยอมทําตามที่คูคาตองการ ขึ้นอยูกับ
ความเห็นทานเปนสวนใหญ 
ไมเห็นดวยอยางยิ่ง      1           2           3          4           5        เห็นดวยอยางยิง่ 
O. โดยท่ัวไป ถาใหคาดเดา บริษัททานกับคูคานี้จะทําธุรกิจสืบไปในอนาคตอีกนานเทาไร? 
   นอยกวาหนึ่งป            1-5 ป             6-10 ป            11-20 ป             มากกวา 20 ป   ไมทราบ ไมเคยคิด 
P. ทางเขาหาคนอื่นมาแทนที่เรายาก ไมเห็นดวยอยางยิ่ง      1           2           3          4           5       เห็นดวยอยางยิ่ง 
Q. วาไปแลว ทางคูคานี้ไมเคยกลาหือกับเรา เขายอมเราตลอด ไมเห็นดวยอยางยิ่ง      1           2           3          4           5       เห็นดวยอยางยิ่ง 
R. เรามีความสําคัญกับธุรกิจเขามาก ไมเห็นดวยอยางยิ่ง      1           2           3          4           5       เห็นดวยอยางยิ่ง 
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 ถึงแมยังไมเกิดกับทานเองโดยตรง แตทางบริษัททานอาจเคยไดยินบริษัทอ่ืนพูดถึงการที่คูคารายนี้ใชอํานาจทางธุรกิจ กับ
บริษัทอ่ืน ทานมีความเห็นตอ เหตุการณตอไปนี้อยางไร  
1. ทางบริษัทเราไดยินการชมชอบเกี่ยวกับการใชอํานาจทางธุรกิจ ของบริษัทคูคานี้จากบริษัท
อ่ืนๆบอยๆ 
ไมเห็นดวย       1         2         3         4          5          เห็นดวย 
อยางยิง่                                                                       อยางยิ่ง 
2. ทางบริษัทเราไดยินตัวอยางที่ดี หลายเรื่อง ของบริษัทคูคานี้ท่ีชวยเหลือบริษัทอื่น ไมเห็นดวย       1         2         3         4          5          เห็นดวย 
อยางยิง่                                                                       อยางยิ่ง 
3. เรื่องดีๆท่ีไดยินมา ทําใหเราเกิดความชื่นชมเขา และทําใหมีผลตอการยินยอมทําตาม ถาคู
คานี้จะขอในอนาคต 
ไมเห็นดวย       1         2         3         4          5          เห็นดวย 
อยางยิง่                                                                       อยางยิ่ง 
4. ทางเราควรทุมเวลาในการหาความจริงเกี่ยวกับเรื่องดีๆท่ีไดยินมา เพื่อใหรูวาควรจะปฏิบัติ
ดีตอเขาเทาไรจึงจะเหมาะสม 
ไมเห็นดวย       1         2         3         4          5          เห็นดวย 
อยางยิง่                                                                       อยางยิ่ง 
5. ทางบริษัทเราไดยินเรื่องไมดีเก่ียวกับการใชอํานาจทางธุรกิจ ของบริษัทคูคานี้จากบริษัท
อ่ืนๆบอยๆ 
ไมเห็นดวย       1         2         3         4          5          เห็นดวย 
อยางยิง่                                                                       อยางยิ่ง 
6. ทางบริษัทเราไดยินเรื่องไมดีหลายเรื่อง ของบริษัทคูคานี้ทํากับบริษัทอื่น ไมเห็นดวย       1         2         3         4          5          เห็นดวย 
อยางยิง่                                                                       อยางยิ่ง 
7. ทางบริษัทเราใชเรื่องไมดีท่ีไดยินมาในการตัดสินใจ และวางแผนรับมือ วาควรจะทํา
อยางไรถึงจะไมกระทบกระเทือนความสัมพันธทางธุรกิจในอนาคต 
ไมเห็นดวย       1         2         3         4          5          เห็นดวย 
อยางยิง่                                                                       อยางยิ่ง 
8. ทางเราควรทุมเวลาอยางมาก ในการหาขอมูลเก่ียวกับเรื่องควรระวังในการทําธุรกิจกับคูคา
รายนี้ เพราะเราจะไดรับมือไดถูกตอง 
ไมเห็นดวย       1         2         3         4          5          เห็นดวย 
อยางยิง่                                                                       อยางยิ่ง 
เพื่อท่ีจะทําใหบริษัททานยอมทําตามที่ ตัวแทนจากบริษัทคูคานี้ใชพฤติกรรมดังตอไปนี้อยางไร 
9.       อธิบายอยางชัดเจนวา บริษัทเราจะทํางานไดดีขึ้นถาปฏิบัติตามที่เขาแนะนํา  ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
10. ใหเหตุผลตางๆ หรือ หลักฐาน เพื่อใหเห็นวา วาสิ่งที่เขาเสนอ จะนําไปสูความสําเร็จได
อยางไรตามที่คาดไว 
 ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
11. ช้ีแนะวา ท่ีเขาแนะนํามา เพื่อต้ังใจชวยบริษัทเราเปนหลัก  ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
12. บอกเราวา  ถาเชื่อการแนะนําของเขา เราจะพัฒนาปรับปรุงไดดีขึ้น   ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
14. ใชวิธีการใหขอมูล จนเราคลอยตาม และเปลี่ยนการตัดสินใจทําตามที่เขาตองการ  ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
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เพื่อท่ีจะทําใหบริษัททานยอมทําตามที่คูคานี้ตองการ  ตัวแทนจากบริษัทคูคานี้ใชพฤติกรรมดังตอไปนี้อยางไร 
15. บอกเราใหแกปญหาแบบระยะยาว มากวาจะมาถกปญหาระยะสั้น  ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
16. เมื่อมีความขัดแยง ทางเขาคอนขางใจเย็น และมีความเคารพตอความเห็นทางเราในการ
แกความขัดแยง การแกปญหาเปนแบบถอยทีถอยอาศัย  
 ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
17. พูดแบบชักแมน้ําท้ังหา  พูดออมๆ เหมือนกับไมยอมพูดตรงๆ วาจะเอาอะไรกันแน  
ท้ังๆที่เรารูวาเขาตองการอะไร  
 ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
18. ขอรองใหเรายอมทําตามที่เขาตองการ แตไมได แจงวา จะมีผลประโยชนอะไรเราถาเรา
ยอมทําตามหรือมีโทษอยางไร ถาไมทําตาม 
 ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
19. ขอรองใหเราทําตามที่เขาตองการ โดยใหเห็นแกความสัมพันธสวนตัว ในอดีต หรือ ใน
อนาคต  
 ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
20. ขอรองใหเราชวย แบบชวยเปลาในโปรเจกตใหม ท่ีเขาก็ไมแนใจวาจะกําไร หรือ 
ขาดทุน ดังนั้น เลยไมสามารถเสนอผลตอบแทนใหเราไดแมเราจะชวยเขา 
ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
21. ไหววานใหชวยทําบางอยางแตไมไดบอกวาถาไมทําตามจะเกิดอะไรขึ้น ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
22.  สัญญาวาเราจะไดรับผลประโยชนบางอยางจากเขา ถาเรายอมทําตามที่เขาตองการ ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
23. ใชระบบโบนัส เพื่อชวยกระตุนใหเราทําตามเปา หรือ เกินเปา   ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
24.  ใชผลประโยชนเพื่อจูงใจใหเราเปลี่ยนแผนทางธุรกิจตามที่เขาตองการ  ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
25. ใชผลประโยชนเขาลอ ถาเห็นเราลังเล ไมยอมทําตามที่เขาตองการ  ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
26. ชอบพูดวาอยาบังคับใหเขาใชกฎหมาย  เพราะเขาจะใชเมื่อไรก็ได เพียงแนตอนนี้เขาไม
อยากใช เทานั้นเอง 
 ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
27. เตือนสติ วาขอตกลงทางกฏหมายที่มีกับเรา จะมีผลอยางไรถาไมทําตาม  ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
28. บอกวาไมอยากเสียเวลาพูดมาก วากันตามกฎหมายดีกวา ชัดเจนดี  ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
29. บอกเราวา ในทางกฎหมาย ทางเขามีแตไดเปรียบ ถาเกิดอะไรขึ้น  ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
30. เตือนสติวา ถาไมยอมทําตาม จะไดรับโทษ หรือ เสียผลประโยชนอยางไร  ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
31. แจงวา เราจะไดรับการบริการท่ีไมดี เชน สงของชา ถาเราทําตามที่เขาตองการไมได  
แตเขาจะยังสั่งอยู หรือใหราคาเทาเดิม 
 ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
32. ใชการขมขู ประเภท ขึ้นราคา หรือ สั่งนอยลง เพื่อใหเรายอมทําตาม ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
33. บอกเราวาเขาสามารถ ทําความยุงยากใหแกเราได ถาเราไมทําตามที่เขาตองการ ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
34. ขูวาจะหยุดทําธุรกิจกับเรา ถาเราไมสามารถทําตามที่ตองการ ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
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ทานมีความรูสึกอยางไรตอความสัมพันธทางธุรกิจกับบริษัทคูคารายนี้   
รูสึกเห็นพองตามขอความทางซายอยางมาก ไมเห็นดวยกับทั้งสองขาง รูสึกเห็นพองตามขอความทางขวาอยางยิ่ง 
 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3  
         
35. เปนความสัมพันธท่ีไมยุติธรรมกับทางเรา -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 เปนความสัมพันธท่ียุติธรรมดี 
         
36. เรารูสึกไมพอใจกับความสัมพันธนี้ -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 เรารูสึกพอใจกับความสัมพันธนี้ 
         
37. ทางเรารูสึกเสียเปรียบ เปนเบี้ยลาง -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 ทางเรารูสึกไดเปรียบ เปนตอ 
         
38. การทําธุรกิจกับคูคานี้เต็มไปดวยความไมซื่อ -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 เต็มไปดวยความซื่อสัตย ไวใจได 
         
39. มีแตการหํ่าห่ันกันในเชิงธุรกิจ -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 เปนการทําธุรกิจที่ถอยทีถอยอาศัยกันดี 
         
40. ทางเราหายใจไมท่ัวทอง ไมรูวาจะซวยเมื่อไร -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 เปนการทําธุรกิจที่สะดวก นาติดตอดวย 
         
41. มีแตการจับผิด กลาวโทษกัน -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 มีแตคําชม และ ใหกําลังใจ 
         
42. รูสึกวาปลอดภัย มั่นคงไรกังวล -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 ทางเรารูสึกกลัว และกังวลโดยตลอด 
         
43. ทางเราเสียทีเขาตลอด -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 เราไดประโยชนกันทั้งสองฝาย 
         
44. รูสึกไมดีกับความสัมพันธนี้เลย -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 รูสึกดีตอความสัมพันธนี้ 
         
45. ไมมีความเคารพเราเลย -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 ใหความเคารพเราดี 
         
46. ไมเคยออนขอใหกันและกันเลย -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 โอนออน ผอนปรนกันดี 
         
47. มีแตการใหราย ปดความผิด -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 ชวยเหลือเก้ือกูลดี 
         
48. ทางเราไมพอใจกับการทําธุรกิจกับคูคานี้เลย -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 ทางเราพอใจกับการทําธุรกิจกับคูคานี้ 
         
49. เปนการทําธุรกิจที่ทําใหหนักใจ -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 มีความสบายใจในการติดตอ 
         
50. มีความรูสึกทางบวกตอความสัมพันธ -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 มีแตความรูสึกทางลบตอความสัมพันธ 
         
51. ธุรกิจกับเขานี้ไมมีผลงอกเงยซะเลย -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 ธุรกิจกับเขานี้มีผลงอกงามดี 
         
52. เปนการทําธุรกิจที่ลําบาก -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 เปนการทําธุรกิจที่นารี่นรมย 
         
53. ทางเราไมชอบทางเขาจริงๆ -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 ทางเรากับเขาชอบพอกันดี 
         
54. เปนธุรกิจที่ทางเรา เสียหายขาดทุน -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 เปนความสัมพันธท่ีทางเรา ไดกําไร 
         
55. ไมมีความเห็นอกเห็นใจทางเราเลย -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 มีความเห็นอกเห็นใจทางเราดี 
Thank you very much for your help 
ขอบคุณทุกทานที่สละเวลาชวยตอบคําถามชุดนี้  เราหวงัวาเราคงไดตอบแทนทานบางในอนาคต 
ทานอยากใหสง Wrist Band / ผลสรุปงานวิจัยนี้ไปที่ ชื่อ _____________________________________________________________________________________________          
บริษัท / สถาบนั__________________________________________________________    แผนก ____________________________________________________________ 
เลขที่ ____________     ถนน_______________________   แขวง_________________  เขต___________________  จังหวดั ______________  รหัสไปรณีย______________   
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S  u  p  p l  y    C  h  a  i  n     M   a  n  a  g  e  m  e  n  t      R  e  s  e  a  r  c  h     S   e  r  i  e  s 
 
For this survey, pick your number one supplier or your number one customer as the 
basis for answering the following questions.  Be sure to pick a firm with whom you have 
had a long-term relationship.   
*** Font sizes & space are reduced to make the format match with questionnaire in Thai Version*** 
A.   For the firm you picked, is it a_________   
 Customer    Supplier     Both Customer and Supplier 
B.  What industry is this firm in?  
         Food         Chemical    other, please identify _______ 
C. What is the business function of this company in supply chain? 
  Wholesaler   Retailer     Services/Communication/ Information technology   
  Transportation/Distribution/Warehousing     Other. Please define:_______________ 
D. How would you describe the product you buy or sell with this business partner? 
   Finished good      Raw materials   Service   Semi-finished 
E.  How long have you done business with this business partner? 
 Less than 1 year 1-5 years  6-10 years 11-20 years   Over 20 years  
F.  How long have you been with your company?  
 Less than 1 year 1-5 years  6-10 years 11-20 years   Over 20 years 
G. What is your title? (e.g. Sale Manager, Vice President, Supervisor, and etc) 
Title ____________________________________________ 
 H. What is your department? 
 Marketing  Sales  Purchasing & Material Planning   Supply Chain    Manufacturing 
 Logistics, Warehouse & Distribution   Other. Please identify:______________ 
 
I.  Overall, how much of your business depends on this 
supplier/customer? 
Very            1         2         3         4          5           A Great 
Little                                                                     Deal 
J.  This business partner would be difficult to replace Strongly      1         2         3         4          5           Strongly Disagree                                                                Agree 
K. You are the most suitable person get information  about 
influence from this trading partner 
Strongly      1         2         3         4          5           Strongly 
Disagree                                                                Agree 
L.   This partner is very important for our business Strongly      1         2         3         4          5           Strongly Disagree                                                                Agree 
M.  Your decision is the company decision Strongly      1         2         3         4          5           Strongly Disagree                                                                Agree 
N. the decision of comply or not comply to this trading 
partner is primarily depend on you. 
Strongly      1         2         3         4          5           Strongly 
Disagree                                                                Agree 
O. In the future, how long do you plan to keep your relationship with this customer/supplier? 
     Less than 1 year 1-5 years  6-10 years 11-20 years   Over 20 years    Never think 
about it 
   P.  Overall, How much of this trading partner’s business 
depend on our company? 
Very            1         2         3         4          5           A Great 
Little                                                                     Deal 
Q.  It is difficult for them to find other partner to replace us. Strongly      1         2         3         4          5           Strongly Disagree                                                                Agree 
R.  Doing business with us is important for them Strongly      1         2         3         4          5           Strongly Disagree                                                                Agree 
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You might have heard some stories from other firms about the way this business partner 
works with them as this partner attempts to influence their decisions.   
1. We often hear strong positive comments about this business 
partner. 
Strongly      1         2         3         4          5           Strongly 
Disagree                                                                Agree 
2. We have heard many different examples of how this business 
partner has helped other firms. 
Strongly      1         2         3         4          5           Strongly 
Disagree                                                                Agree 
3. When we have to make a decision that affects our 
relationship with this business partner, we consider the positive 
stories we have heard. 
Strongly      1         2         3         4          5           Strongly 
Disagree                                                                Agree 
4. We have tried to seek out the truth about any positive 
(helpful) stories involving this business partner. 
Strongly      1         2         3         4          5           Strongly 
Disagree                                                                Agree 
5. We often hear strong negative comments about this business 
partner. 
Strongly      1         2         3         4          5           Strongly 
Disagree                                                                Agree 
6. We have heard many different examples of how this business 
partner has hurt other firms. 
Strongly      1         2         3         4          5           Strongly 
Disagree                                                                Agree 
7. When we have to make a decision that affects our 
relationship with this business partner, we consider the negative 
stories we have heard. 
Strongly      1         2         3         4          5           Strongly 
Disagree                                                                Agree 
8. We have tried to seek out the truth about any negative 
(hurtful) stories involving this business partner. 
Strongly      1         2         3         4          5           Strongly 
Disagree                                                                Agree 
In order to get your organization to do as your business partner would like, how often do 
representatives of that firm do the following   
9. …clearly explain how our firm will improve ourselves by 
following a recommended course of action. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
10. …outline the logic and/or evidence for expecting 
success from specific programs and actions suggested. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
11. …make it explicit that their suggestions are intended to 
help us. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
12. …make it clear that we would improve ourselves by 
following their recommendations. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
14. …attempt to change our perspective by looking at how 
our decisions affect the big picture. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
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In order to get your organization to do as your business partner would like, how often do 
representatives of that firm do the following   
15. …make a case that the long-term benefit is more important to 
consider than short-term issues.   
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
16. …want us to consider long-term issues and strategies, rather than 
specific courses of action. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
17. …focus our attention on general strategies (as opposed to specific 
strategies) when thinking about how to make our business improve. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
18. …ask for our compliance to their requests, not indicating any 
positive or negative outcome for our company if we were to comply or not. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
19. …ask us to accept new ideas without explaining what effect they 
will have on our business. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
20. …ask our cooperation in implementing new programs without 
mentioning rewards for complying or punishments for refusing. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
21. …ask us to do a favor for them, but not indicate any outcome for 
our company if we do or do not comply. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
22. …promise to give something to us if we comply with their 
requests. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
23. …offer bonuses to encourage us to meet or exceed sales or profit 
quotas. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
24.  …offer specific incentives to make us change the way we do 
business.   
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
25. …offer incentives to us when we are reluctant to cooperate with a 
new program or policy. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
26. …make it a point to refer to legal agreements we have when 
attempting to influence our actions. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
27. … ‘remind us’ of our obligations as stipulated in the contractual 
agreement. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
28. …use sections of our contractual agreement as a ‘tool’ to get us to 
agree to their demands. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
29.  …make interpretations of our contractual agreement to gain our 
cooperation with a request. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
30. …make it clear that failure to comply with their requests will 
result in penalties against us. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
31. …threaten to give poorer service to our company if we fail to 
agree with their requests. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
32.  …use threats such as higher prices, slower delivery etc. Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
33. …communicate their ability to ‘make things difficult’ for us if we 
do not meet their demands. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
34. …threaten to discontinue service to us for failure to comply with 
their requests. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
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     Relationship Satisfaction 
How would you describe your feelings toward the relationship with this business partner? 
Strongly feel toward the left Neutral Strongly feel toward the right 
35. This is an unfair relationship for us.  -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 This is a fair relationship for us. 
         
36. We feel dissatisfied with this 
relationship. -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
We feel satisfied with this 
relationship. 
         
37. We feel inferior in this 
relationship.   -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
We feel superior in this relationship. 
         
38. There is a great deal of dishonesty 
in this relationship.   -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
There is a great deal of honesty in 
this relationship.   
         
39. This relationship reflects hostility.   -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 This relationship reflects friendliness.  
         
40. This relationship is frustrating for 
us.   -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
This relationship is enjoyable for us. 
         
41. This relationship is punishing for 
us. -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
This relationship is rewarding for us. 
         
42. We feel safe in this relationship. -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 We feel vulnerable in this relationship. 
         
43. This is a losing relationship for us.   -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 This is a wining relationship for us. 
         
44. We feel bad about this 
relationship. -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
We feel good about this relationship. 
         
45. There is little respect for us in this 
relationship. -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
There is a great deal of respect for us 
in this relationship. 
         
46. This relationship is inflexible for 
us. -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
This relationship is flexible for us. 
         
47. The relationship is harmful to us. -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 The relationship is helpful for us. 
         
48. This is an uncomfortable 
relationship for us.   -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
This is a comfortable relationship for 
us. 
         
49. We feel angry about this 
relationship. -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
We feel happy about this 
relationship. 
         
50. We feel positive toward this 
relationship. -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
We feel negative toward this 
relationship. 
         
51. This relationship is unproductive 
for us. -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
This relationship is productive for 
us. 
         
52. We feel displeased with this 
relationship. -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
We feel pleased with this 
relationship. 
         
53. We don’t like this relationship. -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 We like this relationship. 
         
54. This relationship is a loss for us. -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 This relationship is profitable for  us. 
         
55. They are unkind to us. -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 They are kind to us. 
 
Thank you very much for your help 
If you want the executive summary of this study, please provide you contact information below  
Name_________________________Company/Institution_____________________________________________________________________________ 
Address ____________ ______________________________________E-mail:______________________________________________________________ 
s 
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COVER LETTER   
เรียน คุณ  
เนี่องจากประสบการณ และความรูในการทําธุรกิจเชิง Business to Business ของทานเปนคุณประโยชนอยางสูงตองานวิจัยของเรา ทางทีมวิจัยของเราขอ
เรียนเชิญทาน มาเปนผูใหขอมูล ในการทํางานวิจัยวิทยานิพนธ University of Tennessee  ในหัวขอเรื่อง  การใชอํานาจทางธุรกิจแบบตางๆ จะมีผลตอ
ความรูสึกตอคูคาทางธุรกิจอยางไร ในสายตาของผูประกอบการไทย  งานวิจัยนี้เปนสวนหนี่งของ การวิจัยเพี่อพัฒนา การบริหาร Supply Chain 
Management ในประเทศไทยของเรา  มหาวิทยาลัยแหงเทนเนสซี (The University of Tennessee, Knoxville) เปนมหาวิทยาลัยช้ันแนว
หนาทางโลจิสติกส และ ซัพพลายเชน ของทางอเมริกา และมีความสนใจในดาน โกลบอล ซัพพลายเชน (Global Supply Chain Management) เชน
การทํา Outsourcingใน ประเทศในแถบเอเชีย การประเมิน และ คัดเลือกคูคาในแถบนี้.  ทางแผนก โลจิสติกส ของคณะ บริหารธุรกิจ ของ ไดสงผม  ทวีพันธุ   
เลียงพิบูลย (Duke) ซึ่งเปนนักศึกษาปริญญาเอกทางดานนี้  ท่ีเปนคนไทย เพียงคนเดียว  มาชวยในการเก็บขอมูลในการทําวิจัยชุดนี้ในประเทศไทย  งานวิจัยนี้อยู
ในความดูแลของ Dr. Lloyd M. Rinehart, Dr. John T. Mentzer, Dr. Ernest Cadotte, and Dr. Robert T. Ladd  แหง  
the University of Tennessee 
เราไดช่ือ และขอมูลท่ีใชติดตอทาน มาจาก สถาบันทางวิชาการ และสถาบันทางราชการ  ทางเราไดเลือกสรรเพียงไมก่ีทาน จาก ขอมูลรายชื่อท่ีไดมา  ดังนั้น คําตอบ
ของทานมคีวามสําคัญตองานวิจัย ของเราอยางมาก   อยางไรก็ตาม ขอมูลติดตอท่ีไดมาจากการอางอิงอาจไมถูกตอง  ถาหากทานเห็นวา ทานไมเหมาะตอการตอบ
แบบสอบถามชุดนี้ แตทานสามารถสงตอแบบสอบถามนี้ตอไปยังผูท่ีเหมาะสมในองคกรของทาน  หรือใหขอมูลท่ีติดตอของผูนั้นได   ทางเราจะขอขอบพระคุณเปน
อยางสูง 
การจัดการขอมูลจะถือวาเปนแบบไมประสงคออกนาม เพื่อเปนการปกปองผูใหขอมูล  ขอมูลเก่ียวกับทาน เชนขอมูลท่ีเราใชติดตอทาน ช่ีอ และที่อยูของบริษัททาน 
จะถูกลบออก ทันทีเมื่อเราไดเอาขอมูลคําตอบจากแบบสอบถามใสในคอมพิวเตอร  ขอมูลจะถูกเก็บเปนความลับ อยางดี    รวมทั้ง ช่ือ หรือ ขอมูลติดตอของทานที่ใช
ในการติดตอในตอนตน จะไมมีการอางอิงถึงในกรณีใดๆทั้งสิ้น ท้ังทางวาจา หรีอ ลายลักษณอักษร  ความรวมมือของทานเปนไปตามความสมัครใจ ของทานเทานั้น 
ประโยชนของงานวิจัยช้ินนี ้   งานวิจัยนี้จะถูกติพิมพ ใน วารสารทางธุรกิจ ท้ังใน และ ตางประเทศ    และใชในการอางอิงโดยนักธุรกิจตางประเทศที่จะเขามาทํา
ธุรกิจ กับคนไทย  โดยเฉพาะธุรกิจทางดาน จากนักลงทุนในอเมริกา  ท้ังนี้จะเปนการเพิ่มความนาสนใจในดานความนาทําธุรกิจดวย หรือศักยภาพในการทําธุรกิจใน
อนาคต  เพื่อเปนการแสดงความขอบคุณตอความรวมมือ ท่ีทานไดใหเกียรติถายทอดประสพการณอันเปนประโยชนตอเรา ทางเราขอมอบ wristband 
“LIVESTRONG” ของแทจาก อเมริกา ท่ีผมเองไดนําเขามาจากอเมริกาโดยตรง    เชื่อวา ทานเอง หรือบุตรหลาน รูจักความเปนมา และ ช่ืนชอบของชํารวย
จากเราชิ้นนี้ เพราะแตละเสนยังแสดงถึงวา มีการบริจาค เงิน หนี่ง ดอลลาร เขากองทุน งานวิจัย เพื่อตอตานมะเร็ง ของ  Lance Armstrong    เราจะแนบ 
wristbandนี้หนึ่งเสน มากับแบบสอบถามเปลา ของทาน  
ทางเราจะสงแบบสอบถามใหทานไดตอเมี่อทานยินยอมใหเราสงใหทานเเทานั้น  ถาทานมีความประสงคท่ีจะใหขอมูลโดยการตอบ แบบสอบ หรือปรารถนาที่จะให
ความรวมมือกับงานวิจัยชุดนี้  กรุณาสง ใบตอบการรับเชิญที่แนบมากับจดหมายเชิญนี้ กลับมาที่ทางเราดวย  ทางทีมวิจัยจะไดจัดเตรียมแบบสอบถาม และ ของชํารวย
จัดสงไปใหไดอยางถูกตอง  ถาทานเห็นวามีผูท่ีเหมาะสมในการตอบแบบสอบถามนี้ในองคกรของทาน กรุณา อางอิงถึงชื่อ และ ขอมูลติดตอในใปตอบรับเชิญนี้  หรือ 
ถาทานตองการตอบแบบสอบถาม ออนไลน กรุณา แจงใหทางเราทราบในแบบตอบรับเชิญดวย 
 ทางทีมวิจัยของเราขอแสดงความขอบคุณเปนอยางสูง ตอความรวมมือในการทําวิจัย ของทานในครั้งนี้ ในภายภาคหนา ถาหากทาน หรือ องคกร ของทาน ตองการ
ความชวยเหลือ ทางดาน ขอมูล ความรู ทาง โลจิสติกส ซัพพลายเชน  ในการพัฒนาธุรกิจ หรือ องคกร ของทาน  ทางผมยินดี พรอมที่จะชวยเหลืออยางดีท่ีสุด  
ดวยความเคารพอยางสูง  
ทวีพันธุ  เลียงพิบูลย 
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COVER LETTER (ENGLISH TRANSLATION) 
Dear Sir; 
You are invited to join the research “The impact of interorganizational influence on the relationship 
satisfaction: from Thai target firm’s perspective.”  Your experience and expertise in Business to Business 
are very valuable to this research.  Your name and organization are referred from professional organizations 
and government institutes to us.  This study is a part of dissertation requirement from the University of 
Tennessee, which is a leading academic institution in Logistics and Supply Chain management in the US.  
The University of Tennessee also has a strong focus on the Global Supply Chain Management (e.g. global 
outsourcing, etc).  This dissertation is conducted by Thaweephan (Duke) Leingpibul, PhD student in the 
logistics program.  This study is also under supervision of Dr Lloyd M. Rinehart, Dr. John T. Mentzer, Dr. 
Ernest Cadotte, and Dr. Robert T. Ladd.  
Your name is referred to us through the professional organizations (e.g. FOSTAT) and government 
institutions (e.g. NECTEC, National Statistical Bureau).  We selected only a few qualified names from the 
whole contact list, therefore, your cooperation is very critical for our research.  If you feel you are not a 
right person to answer the questionnaire but know someone in your organization who is more suitable, 
please forward this questionnaire or provide us the contact information to reach that particular person.  Your 
help will be deeply appreciated. 
All data will be treated anonymously in order to protect our respondent.  Once we receive your complete  
survey, your name and the name of your firm will be separated from the survey responses.  All information 
in this study will be kept confidential.  Data will be stored securely.  No reference will be made in oral or 
written reports, which could link participants to the study.  Your participation in this study is voluntary.   
This study can benefit the supply chain development in Thailand.  This research is aimed to be published in 
different journals (both domestic and international).  Therefore, it can be used as reference by the 
practitioners who want to do business with Thais, especially, the westerner.  In addition, the information 
may be used by the investors to evaluate the business potential in Thailand.  
In order to show our appreciation for your time and effort, we will give the wristband “LIVESTRONG” by 
Lance Armstrong Foundation as a souvenir.  The souvenir will come with the blank questionnaire. 
Before sending a blank questionnaire to you, we need your permission to send it.  The permission postcard 
is enclosed here with this introduction letter.  If you want to participate in this research, please make a mark 
on the permission form to allow us to send the questionnaire to you.  In case, you find someone in your 
organization that is more suitable to answer this questionnaire, please provide us a contact information on 
the permission  form in the given space.   
We appreciate your help in advance.  In the future, If you need any help regarding knowledge in logistics 
and supply chain, I will be more than glad to do my best to help you and your organization. 
Sincerely, 
Duke Leingpibul 
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REMINDER POSTCARD 
 
 
 
English Translation 
 
Last week, we sent you a questionnaire seeking your opinions about the use of influence 
strategies.  You were chosen from a list of contacts provided to our research team as 
someone with valuable information for this important study.  
  
If you have already completed and returned the questionnaire to us, please accept our 
sincere thanks.  If not, please remember that the survey is due this week.  We are 
especially grateful for your help because it is only by asking people like you to share your 
experiences that we can understand more about the factors that help improve supply 
chain management in Thailand.  
  
If you did not receive the questionnaire, or if it was misplaced, please call us at our 
research office (02) 5111-642 or email tleingpi@utk.edu, and we will send another one to 
you immediately.  
  
Thank you!  
  
 
Supply chain Research Team  
University of Tennessee  
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 Date/ วันที่ 
 Name/ คุณ 
Company/ บริษัท 
Address/ เลขที่ 
City, ST Zip/ ตําบล อําเภอ จังหวัด รหัสไปรษณีย 
 Dear First Name/ เรียน คณุ 
ประมาณสองสับดาหที่แลว ทางเราไดขอความชวยเหลือจากทาน ในการตอบแแบบสอบถาม เร่ือง การใชอํานาจทางธุรกิจระหวางคูคาใน
ระบบธุรกิจไทย   จากขอมูลในระบบ ทางเรายังมิไดรับ แบบสอบถามกลับจากทางทาน  เปนไปไดวาแบบสอบถามถูกสงไปผิดที่ จึงไมถึง
มือทาน     ทางเราจึงไดสง แบบสอบถามซอม มาใหใหม    การตอบแบบสอบถามนี้จะใชเวลาไมเกินสิบนาที และไมมีการถามเกี่ยวกับ
ขอมูลทางการเงิน หรือทางการตลาด  ขอมูลติดตอของทานจะเปนความลับ และจะลบทิ้งหลังจากไดสงผลสรุปการวิจัยไปใหทาน. 
การจัดการขอมูลจะถือวาเปนแบบไมประสงคออกนาม เพื่อเปนการปกปองผูใหขอมูล  ขอมูลเกี่ยวกับทาน เชนขอมูลที่เราใชติดตอทาน ชี่อ และ
ที่อยูของบริษัททาน จะถูกลบออก ทันทีเมื่อเราไดเอาขอมูลคําตอบจากแบบสอบถามใสในคอมพิวเตอร  ขอมูลจะถูกเก็บเปนความลบั อยางดี    
รวมทั้ง ชื่อ หรือ ขอมูลติดตอของทานที่ใชในการติดตอในตอนตน จะไมมีการอางอิงถึงในกรณีใดๆทั้งสิ้น ทั้งทางวาจา หรีอ ลายลักษณอักษร  
ความรวมมือของทานเปนไปตามความสมัครใจ ของทานเทานั้น 
ความรู และประสพการณของทาน มีความสําคัญอยางมากกับงานวิจัยนี้  เ มื่อทานตอบเสร็จแลว กรุณาสงกลับ เราไดเตรียมซอง ตอบกลับ
ไวใหทานแลว   ขอขอบพระคุณเปนอยางสูง 
     English Translation 
About two weeks ago, I sent a brief questionnaire to you that asked about your opinions 
concerning interorganizational influence in Thailand.  To the best of my knowledge, it’s 
not yet been returned.  I am writing to you again because of the importance that your 
questionnaire has for helping to get accurate and representative results in this study.  
  
Your answers are completely confidential, and no individual’s answers will be identified.  
When you return your completed questionnaire, your name will be deleted from the 
mailing list and never connected to your answers in any way.  Protecting the 
confidentiality of people’s answers is very important to me as well as the University.  
  
I hope that you will fill out and return the questionnaire in the envelope provided very 
soon.  Thank you for helping with this important study.  
  
Sincerely,  
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PRETEST: NORMALITY TEST 
 
At 5% Critical Value 
Shapiro-Wilk Kolmogorov-
Smirnov 
D'Agostino 
Omnibus 
Martinez-
Iglewicz 
Item 
Statistic df Sig. Statistic (<0.079) Statistic (<5.991) Statistic (<1.066) 
Decision 
IndPos1 0.895 124 0.000 0.217 3.682 0.980 Accept Normality 
IndPos2 0.901 124 0.000 0.232 0.018 1.000 Accept Normality 
IndPos3 0.863 124 0.000 0.240 7.185 1.000 Accept Normality 
IndPos4 0.889 124 0.000 0.224 1.133 0.996 Accept Normality 
IndNeg1 0.883 124 0.000 0.235 1.803 1.006 Accept Normality 
IndNeg2 0.883 124 0.000 0.236 3.619 1.021 Accept Normality 
IndNeg3 0.910 124 0.000 0.186 2.449 0.973 Accept Normality 
IndNeg4 0.915 124 0.000 0.174 5.865 0.959 Accept Normality 
Recom1 0.884 124 0.000 0.221 3.474 0.989 Accept Normality 
Recom2 0.861 124 0.000 0.244 6.837 0.981 Accept Normality 
Recom3 0.897 124 0.000 0.202 2.363 0.982 Accept Normality 
Recom4 0.885 124 0.000 0.226 5.609 0.970 Accept Normality 
InfoX2 0.892 124 0.000 0.232 2.187 0.993 Accept Normality 
InfoX3 0.888 124 0.000 0.205 6.803 0.972 Accept Normality 
InfoX4 0.896 124 0.000 0.230 4.111 1.024 Accept Normality 
InfoX5 0.898 124 0.000 0.181 19.649 0.948 Accept Normality 
Req1 0.895 124 0.000 0.223 2.628 1.003 Accept Normality 
Req2 0.889 124 0.000 0.221 10.848 0.971 Accept Normality 
Req3 0.894 124 0.000 0.196 2.880 0.993 Accept Normality 
Req4 0.865 124 0.000 0.245 6.983 0.993 Accept Normality 
Promis1 0.894 124 0.000 0.200 5.894 0.854 Accept Normality 
Promis2 0.898 124 0.000 0.218 4.497 0.966 Accept Normality 
Promis3 0.892 124 0.000 0.213 2.831 0.976 Accept Normality 
Promis4 0.873 124 0.000 0.225 3.037 0.912 Accept Normality 
LegalP1 0.642 124 0.000 0.399 50.708 0.000 Accept Normality 
LegalP2 0.680 124 0.000 0.375 42.238 0.000 Accept Normality 
LegalP3 0.566 124 0.000 0.426 75.303 0.000 Accept Normality 
LegalP4 0.590 124 0.000 0.434 55.767 0.000 Accept Normality 
Coer1 0.775 124 0.000 0.299 16.881 0.000 Accept Normality 
Coer2 0.787 124 0.000 0.291 15.116 0.967 Accept Normality 
Coer3 0.794 124 0.000 0.288 14.098 0.966 Accept Normality 
Coer4 0.783 124 0.000 0.288 14.973 0.957 Accept Normality 
Coer5 0.765 124 0.000 0.297 16.869 0.000 Accept Normality 
Fairness 0.884 124 0.000 0.253 10.860 1.081 Reject Normality 
SatisR 0.864 124 0.000 0.247 17.941 1.161 Reject Normality 
Superior 0.920 124 0.000 0.231 0.222 0.991 Accept Normality 
Honest 0.890 124 0.000 0.206 11.479 1.042 Accept Normality 
Friend 0.865 124 0.000 0.209 22.661 1.257 Reject Normality 
Comfort 0.876 124 0.000 0.243 17.336 1.186 Reject Normality 
Reward 0.889 124 0.000 0.185 16.415 1.127 Reject Normality 
Safe 0.897 124 0.000 0.177 17.038 1.055 Accept Normality 
WinWin 0.875 124 0.000 0.188 11.935 1.099 Reject Normality 
Good 0.872 124 0.000 0.221 17.074 1.158 Reject Normality 
Respect 0.838 124 0.000 0.257 31.493 1.324 Reject Normality 
Flexib 0.872 124 0.000 0.214 21.720 1.232 Reject Normality 
Help 0.858 124 0.000 0.194 26.771 1.274 Reject Normality 
Please 0.830 124 0.000 0.254 25.434 1.277 Reject Normality 
Happy 0.896 124 0.000 0.202 10.855 1.107 Reject Normality 
Positive 0.878 124 0.000 0.233 18.463 1.191 Reject Normality 
Producti 0.869 124 0.000 0.208 23.700 1.239 Reject Normality 
Enjoy 0.912 124 0.000 0.187 8.801 0.974 Accept Normality 
Like 0.873 124 0.000 0.221 21.634 1.231 Reject Normality 
Profit 0.882 124 0.000 0.170 16.723 1.078 Reject Normality 
Kind 0.899 124 0.000 0.191 15.277 1.015 Accept Normality 
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PRETEST:  DESCRIPTIVE STATISTIC 
 
Items N Statistic Min Max Mean  Std. Deviation  Skewness   Std. 
Error 
Kurtosis  Std. Error 
IndPos1 124 1 5 3.129 1.036 -0.397 0.217 -0.283 0.431 
IndPos2 124 1 5 3.113 0.964 -0.009 0.217 -0.119 0.431 
IndPos3 124 1 5 3.258 0.882 -0.532 0.217 0.516 0.431 
IndPos4 124 1 5 3.113 0.895 -0.225 0.217 -0.124 0.431 
IndNeg1 124 1 5 2.371 0.888 0.257 0.217 -0.281 0.431 
IndNeg2 124 1 5 2.331 0.926 0.416 0.217 -0.060 0.431 
IndNeg3 124 1 5 2.726 1.031 0.121 0.217 -0.519 0.431 
IndNeg4 124 1 5 3.056 1.136 -0.146 0.217 -0.704 0.431 
Recom1 124 1 5 3.105 0.927 -0.398 0.217 -0.203 0.431 
Recom2 124 1 5 3.250 0.889 -0.586 0.217 0.011 0.431 
Recom3 124 1 5 3.169 0.960 -0.291 0.217 -0.320 0.431 
Recom4 124 1 5 3.129 0.971 -0.317 0.217 -0.610 0.431 
InfoX2 124 1 5 2.855 0.926 -0.206 0.217 -0.433 0.431 
InfoX3 124 1 5 2.992 1.040 -0.381 0.217 -0.626 0.431 
InfoX4 124 1 5 3.452 1.015 -0.435 0.217 -0.217 0.431 
InfoX5 124 1 5 2.815 1.143 -0.126 0.217 -1.001 0.431 
Req1 124 1 5 2.476 0.958 0.267 0.217 -0.410 0.431 
Req2 124 1 5 2.548 1.007 -0.062 0.217 -0.862 0.431 
Req3 124 1 5 2.427 0.981 0.206 0.217 -0.503 0.431 
Req4 124 1 4 2.194 0.917 0.376 0.217 -0.639 0.431 
Promis1 124 1 5 2.508 0.967 0.087 0.217 -0.717 0.431 
Promis2 124 1 5 2.589 0.980 0.169 0.217 -0.633 0.431 
Promis3 124 1 5 2.540 0.923 0.100 0.217 -0.556 0.431 
Promis4 124 1 4 2.508 0.851 0.015 0.217 -0.585 0.431 
LegalP1 124 1 5 1.532 0.906 1.805 0.217 2.932 0.431 
LegalP2 124 1 5 1.597 0.936 1.616 0.217 2.151 0.431 
LegalP3 124 1 5 1.419 0.837 2.372 0.217 5.803 0.431 
LegalP4 124 1 5 1.452 0.859 1.953 0.217 3.226 0.431 
Coer1 124 1 5 1.847 1.044 1.010 0.217 -0.063 0.431 
Coer2 124 1 5 1.879 1.048 0.934 0.217 -0.219 0.431 
Coer3 124 1 5 1.903 1.055 0.872 0.217 -0.355 0.431 
Coer4 124 1 4 1.879 1.025 0.845 0.217 -0.529 0.431 
Coer5 124 1 5 1.879 1.094 1.001 0.217 -0.232 0.431 
Fairness 124 -3 3 1.387 1.372 -0.768 0.217 -0.059 0.431 
SatisR 124 -3 3 1.468 1.462 -0.999 0.217 0.487 0.431 
Superior 124 -3 3 0.347 1.243 0.061 0.217 -0.206 0.431 
Honest 124 -3 3 1.153 1.567 -0.786 0.217 0.111 0.431 
Friend 124 -3 3 1.347 1.498 -1.099 0.217 0.955 0.431 
Comfort 124 -3 3 1.274 1.489 -0.963 0.217 0.560 0.431 
Reward 124 -3 3 0.887 1.398 -0.812 0.217 1.176 0.431 
Safe 124 -3 3 1.081 1.365 -0.869 0.217 1.015 0.431 
WinWin 124 -3 3 1.387 1.529 -0.803 0.217 0.143 0.431 
Good 124 -3 3 1.444 1.461 -0.968 0.217 0.469 0.431 
Respect 124 -3 3 1.468 1.445 -1.306 0.217 1.634 0.431 
Flexib 124 -3 3 1.339 1.470 -1.059 0.217 0.982 0.431 
Help 124 -3 3 1.411 1.437 -1.156 0.217 1.490 0.431 
Please 124 -3 3 1.492 1.595 -1.213 0.217 0.909 0.431 
Happy 124 -3 3 1.234 1.515 -0.762 0.217 0.084 0.431 
Positive 124 -3 3 1.306 1.444 -0.981 0.217 0.715 0.431 
Producti 124 -3 3 1.387 1.418 -1.096 0.217 1.185 0.431 
Enjoy 124 -3 3 1.024 1.484 -0.679 0.217 -0.062 0.431 
Like 124 -3 3 1.315 1.462 -1.055 0.217 0.981 0.431 
Profit 124 -3 3 1.024 1.388 -0.841 0.217 1.091 0.431 
Kind 124 -3 3 1.153 1.437 -0.858 0.217 0.698 0.431 
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PRETEST: CFA FACTOR LOADING  
 
Variables Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6 Factor 7 Factor 8 Factor 9 
IndPos1 -0.393 0.136 -0.086 0.096 -0.109 0.181 0.059 -0.707 -0.038 
IndPos2 -0.405 0.205 -0.121 -0.007 -0.064 0.181 0.198 -0.678 -0.040 
IndPos3 -0.420 0.238 -0.149 0.124 0.069 0.117 0.002 -0.715 -0.021 
IndPos4 -0.338 0.195 -0.052 0.037 -0.002 0.100 0.156 -0.797 -0.082 
IndNeg1 0.247 -0.001 0.146 0.063 -0.798 -0.076 -0.160 0.163 -0.041 
IndNeg2 0.301 0.057 0.291 0.152 -0.662 -0.076 -0.129 0.153 0.090 
IndNeg3 0.234 -0.020 0.101 0.072 -0.672 0.025 -0.033 -0.139 -0.077 
IndNeg4 0.142 -0.094 0.050 -0.059 -0.659 0.042 -0.099 -0.130 -0.043 
Recom1 -0.169 0.771 -0.067 0.162 0.082 0.129 -0.111 -0.167 0.009 
Recom2 -0.237 0.766 -0.188 0.081 -0.070 0.079 0.045 -0.097 -0.093 
Recom3 -0.271 0.794 -0.061 0.190 -0.012 0.089 -0.041 -0.078 -0.111 
Recom4 -0.232 0.757 -0.027 0.066 0.030 0.104 0.012 -0.090 -0.231 
InfoX2 -0.075 0.588 0.008 0.128 0.111 0.148 -0.022 -0.155 -0.227 
InfoX3 0.236 0.289 0.041 -0.002 -0.148 0.070 -0.069 -0.022 -0.712 
InfoX4 -0.152 0.105 0.043 -0.078 0.034 0.054 0.011 -0.079 -0.727 
InfoX5 0.172 0.176 0.161 0.099 -0.038 -0.076 -0.047 0.001 -0.754 
Req1 -0.034 0.239 -0.072 0.576 -0.081 0.120 -0.215 0.038 -0.005 
Req2 -0.134 0.120 -0.003 0.762 -0.095 -0.028 -0.069 -0.107 -0.041 
Req3 -0.107 0.088 0.038 0.842 -0.026 0.033 0.022 -0.060 -0.002 
Req4 -0.094 0.097 0.080 0.750 0.050 0.172 -0.006 -0.017 0.037 
Promis1 -0.321 0.114 -0.030 0.060 -0.045 0.850 -0.028 -0.090 -0.076 
Promis2 -0.301 0.132 0.020 0.120 -0.004 0.827 0.012 -0.139 -0.038 
Promis3 -0.316 0.164 0.050 0.063 0.022 0.777 0.052 -0.056 0.024 
Promis4 -0.255 0.130 0.019 0.095 0.066 0.818 -0.006 -0.152 0.017 
LegalP1 0.325 -0.115 0.848 0.084 -0.129 0.070 -0.161 0.103 -0.070 
LegalP2 0.282 -0.113 0.810 0.069 -0.130 0.075 -0.217 0.111 -0.111 
LegalP3 0.231 -0.077 0.848 -0.037 -0.160 -0.025 -0.158 0.052 -0.089 
LegalP4 0.234 -0.047 0.888 -0.033 -0.107 -0.031 -0.120 0.054 -0.035 
Coer1 0.430 0.090 0.155 0.079 -0.092 -0.005 -0.814 0.051 -0.026 
Coer2 0.410 -0.004 0.122 0.079 -0.102 -0.052 -0.813 0.114 -0.046 
Coer3 0.426 -0.022 0.109 0.104 -0.087 0.016 -0.795 0.088 -0.084 
Coer4 0.382 -0.004 0.278 0.059 -0.199 0.019 -0.644 0.078 -0.070 
Coer5 0.395 0.125 0.232 0.046 -0.099 -0.023 -0.747 0.082 0.071 
Fairness -0.626 0.071 0.054 -0.222 0.193 0.179 0.084 -0.004 0.032 
SatisR -0.716 0.019 0.000 -0.197 0.167 0.234 0.149 -0.030 0.074 
Superior -0.548 0.070 0.063 -0.031 0.214 0.061 -0.062 -0.011 0.009 
Honest -0.734 0.088 -0.124 0.020 0.184 0.067 0.199 -0.246 -0.008 
Friend -0.702 0.216 -0.070 0.077 0.209 -0.037 0.153 -0.104 0.014 
Reward -0.800 0.138 -0.118 0.053 0.119 0.139 0.159 -0.180 -0.054 
Encora -0.755 0.146 -0.136 0.158 0.008 -0.004 0.127 -0.182 -0.009 
Safe** -0.808 0.080 -0.150 0.131 0.114 0.019 0.131 -0.117 -0.099 
WinWin -0.754 -0.010 -0.189 0.067 0.106 0.131 0.181 -0.081 0.055 
Good -0.859 0.064 -0.106 0.088 0.121 0.161 0.141 -0.059 -0.019 
Respect -0.876 0.055 -0.115 0.126 0.126 0.135 0.207 -0.118 0.070 
Flexib -0.800 0.111 -0.133 0.112 0.106 0.112 0.258 -0.115 0.106 
Help -0.826 0.263 -0.215 0.009 0.119 0.073 0.141 -0.147 0.120 
Please -0.819 0.139 -0.247 0.015 0.078 0.215 0.178 -0.179 0.053 
Happy -0.813 0.111 -0.220 0.059 0.066 0.215 0.218 -0.174 0.014 
Positive** -0.856 0.117 -0.198 0.065 0.064 0.171 0.188 -0.154 0.014 
Producti -0.729 0.086 -0.225 0.081 0.047 0.233 0.173 -0.241 0.051 
Enjoy -0.793 0.146 -0.164 0.048 0.017 0.157 0.142 -0.094 -0.024 
Like -0.820 0.130 -0.206 0.111 0.043 0.187 0.248 -0.148 -0.021 
Profit -0.705 0.124 -0.081 0.216 0.025 0.205 0.091 -0.278 0.087 
Kind -0.836 0.153 -0.103 0.070 0.063 0.171 0.255 -0.141 0.007 
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PRETEST MEASUREMENT MODEL 
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PRETEST CONGENERIC MODEL WITH ESTIMATES 
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GOODNESS-OF-FIT INDICES (PRETEST MEASUREMENT MODEL) 
 
 
Model CMIN/DF 1 TLI 2 CFI 3 RMSEA 4 PCLOSE 
Original Parallel N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Original Tau Equivalent 1.862 0.830 0.835 0.084 0.000 
Original Congeneric 1.777 0.847 0.856 0.079 0.000 
Saturated model   1   
Independence model 6.07 0 0 0.2 0.00 
1
 < 5 indicates acceptable fit level, < 2 = good fit 
2 
≥ .80 = acceptable fit, ≥ .90 = good fit 
3 
≥ .80 = acceptable fit, ≥ .90 = good fit (Byrne 2001) 
 4
 <.05 = very good, <.08 = acceptable, <.10 = mediocre, ≥.10 = poor errors of approximation 
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PRETEST: MODIFICATION INDICES (COVARIANCES) 
 
Covariances:  
(Pretest Data- Congeneric Measurement Model) 
Item Err  Err Item 
M.I. Par 
Change
Producti T51 <--> E08 IndNeg4 10.03 0.2 
Happy T49 <--> T53 Like 16.67 0.11 
Happy T49 <--> T52 Enjoy 10.64 0.13 
Happy T49 <--> T50 Positive 12.57 0.08 
Help T47 <--> Recom Recomm 11.09 0.15 
Reward T41 <--> T42 Safe 17.05 0.24 
Comfort T40 <--> T42 Safe 28.13 0.28 
Friend T39 <--> T53 Like 12.06 -0.17 
Friend T39 <--> T49 Happy 15.38 -0.2 
Friend T39 <--> T40 Comfort 12.37 0.25 
SatisR T36 <--> T37 Superior 14.87 0.39 
Fairness T35 <--> T39 Friend 10.41 0.33 
Fairness T35 <--> T37 Superior 13.73 0.4 
Fairness T35 <--> T36 SatisR 56.84 0.78 
Coer1 E30 <--> E34 Coer5 14.16 0.08 
Coer2 E31 <--> E30 Coer1 12.02 -0.05 
Coer3 E32 <--> E34 Coer5 32.18 -0.12 
Coer3 E32 <--> E31 Coer2 21.29 0.07 
LegalP4 E29 <--> E34 Coer5 14.44 0.08 
LegalP4 E29 <--> E32 Coer3 14.49 -0.06 
LegalP4 E29 <--> E28 LegalP3 28.62 0.08 
Req2 E19 <--> T41 Reward 12.76 0.19 
InfoX2 E14 <--> Recom Recomm 19.44 0.27 
InfoX3 E15 <--> T37 Superior 12.19 -0.25 
IndNeg2 E06 <--> T51 Producti 11.1 -0.12 
IndNeg3 E07 <--> E08 IndNeg4 19.91 0.32 
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PRETEST: MODIFICATION INDICES (REGRESSION WEIGHTS) 
 
Regression Weights:  
(Pretest Data – Congeneric Model) 
M.I. Par Change
IndNeg4 <--- IndNeg3 11.63 0.29
Reward <--- Req2 10.32 0.25
SatisR <--- Superior 11.29 0.25
SatisR <--- Fairness 36.96 0.41
Fairness <--- Superior 10.42 0.26
Fairness <--- SatisR 27.66 0.36
InfoX2 <--- IndPos 15.77 0.32
InfoX2 <--- RelSat 10.35 0.25
InfoX2 <--- Promise 10.48 0.26
InfoX2 <--- Recom 31.44 0.45
InfoX2 <--- Promis3 13.62 0.31
InfoX2 <--- Help 13.50 0.20
InfoX2 <--- Flexib 15.43 0.21
InfoX2 <--- Friend 16.52 0.21
InfoX2 <--- Superior 11.98 0.22
InfoX2 <--- Fairness 10.11 0.18
InfoX2 <--- Recom1 24.40 0.41
InfoX2 <--- Recom2 21.12 0.40
InfoX2 <--- Recom3 28.75 0.43
InfoX2 <--- Recom4 23.98 0.39
InfoX2 <--- IndPos1 10.51 0.24
InfoX2 <--- IndPos3 16.37 0.36
InfoX2 <--- IndPos4 12.27 0.30
InfoX3 <--- Superior 15.25 -0.21
InfoX4 <--- RelSat 10.83 0.25
InfoX4 <--- Kind 12.51 0.19
InfoX4 <--- Coer5 11.46 -0.24
InfoX4 <--- Respect 11.70 0.18
InfoX4 <--- Good 13.01 0.19
InfoX4 <--- Safe 13.50 0.21
InfoX4 <--- Comfort 12.59 0.18
InfoX4 <--- Friend 10.03 0.16
InfoX4 <--- Honest 10.78 0.16
InfoX4 <--- SatisR 11.27 0.18
InfoX4 <--- Fairness 12.46 0.20
IndNeg3 <--- IndNeg4 13.02 0.24
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PRETEST :UNIDIMENSIONALITY  
 
Item Factor 1 %Variance Explained 
IndPos1 0.845
IndPos2 0.853
IndPos3 0.867
IndPos4 0.917
75.798 
Item Factor 1 %Variance Explained 
IndNeg1 0.902
IndNeg2 0.777
IndNeg3 0.692
IndNeg4 0.636
57.484 
Item Factor 1 %Variance Explained 
Recom1 0.807
Recom2 0.811
Recom3 0.898
Recom4 0.843
70.656 
Item Factor 1 %Variance Explained 
InfoX2 0.375
InfoX3 0.784
InfoX4 0.636
InfoX5 0.830
46.196 
Item Factor 1 %Variance Explained 
Req1 0.615
Req2 0.775
Req3 0.882
Req4 0.758
58.303 
Item Factor 1 %Variance Explained 
Promis1 0.928
Promis2 0.906
Promis3 0.850
Promis4 0.889
79.883 
Item Factor 1 %Variance Explained 
LegalP1 0.953
LegalP2 0.918
LegalP3 0.915
LegalP4 0.923
86.005 
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PRETEST : UNIDIMENSIONALITY (CONTINUE) 
 
Item Factor 1 %Variance Explained 
Coer1 0.952
Coer2 0.937
Coer3 0.913
Coer4 0.802
Coer5 0.878
80.622 
Item Factor 1 %Variance Explained 
Fairness 0.619
SatisR 0.730
Superior 0.518
Honest 0.817
Friend 0.749
Comfort 0.870
Reward 0.798
Safe 0.843
WinWin 0.812
Good 0.899
Respect 0.940
Flexib 0.885
Help 0.911
Please 0.925
Happy 0.920
Positive 0.944
Producti 0.843
Enjoy 0.847
Like 0.924
Profit 0.790
Kind 0.923
70.611 
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PRETEST:  RELIABILITY  
 
Reliability Calculation Lambda Cronbach's 
Alpha (>0.7) 
Construct Reliability 
(>0.7) 
Variance Extracted  
(>=0.5) 
IndPos1 <--- IndPos 0.84 
IndPos2 <--- IndPos 0.86 
IndPos3 <--- IndPos 0.87 
IndPos4 <--- IndPos 0.90 
0.926 
 0.924 0.753 
IndNeg1 <--- IndNeg 0.92 
IndNeg2 <--- IndNeg 0.86 
IndNeg3 <--- IndNeg 0.62 
IndNeg4 <--- IndNeg 0.56 
0.837 
 0.836 0.571 
Recom1 <--- Recom 0.80 
Recom2 <--- Recom 0.81 
Recom3 <--- Recom 0.90 
Recom4 <--- Recom 0.85 
0.905 
 0.906 0.707 
InfoX2 <--- InfoEx 0.40 
InfoX3 <--- InfoEx 0.83 
InfoX4 <--- InfoEx 0.59 
InfoX5 <--- InfoEx 0.80 
0.744 
 0.760 0.459 
Req1 <--- Request 0.62 
Req2 <--- Request 0.78 
Req3 <--- Request 0.87 
Req4 <--- Request 0.76 
0.842 
 0.846 0.582 
Promis1 <--- Promise 0.93 
Promis2 <--- Promise 0.90 
Promis4 <--- Promise 0.90 
Promis3 <--- Promise 0.85 
0.940 
 0.942 0.802 
LegalP1 <--- LegPlea 0.97 
LegalP2 <--- LegPlea 0.94 
LegalP3 <--- LegPlea 0.89 
LegalP4 <--- LegPlea 0.90 
0.961 
 0.960 0.857 
Coer1 <--- Coercive 0.94 
Coer2 <--- Coercive 0.94 
Coer3 <--- Coercive 0.93 
Coer4 <--- Coercive 0.80 
Coer5 <--- Coercive 0.87 
0.953 
 0.954 0.806 
Fairness <--- RelSat 0.59 
SatisR <--- RelSat 0.71 
Superior <--- RelSat 0.49 
Honest <--- RelSat 0.81 
Friend <--- RelSat 0.73 
Comfort <--- RelSat 0.86 
Reward <--- RelSat 0.79 
Safe <--- RelSat 0.84 
WinWin <--- RelSat 0.81 
Good <--- RelSat 0.89 
Respect <--- RelSat 0.94 
Flexib <--- RelSat 0.88 
Help <--- RelSat 0.91 
Please <--- RelSat 0.94 
Happy <--- RelSat 0.94 
Positive <--- RelSat 0.95 
Producti <--- RelSat 0.85 
Enjoy <--- RelSat 0.85 
Like <--- RelSat 0.94 
Profit <--- RelSat 0.80 
Kind <--- RelSat 0.93 
0.979 0.980 0.704 
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PRETEST: CONVERGENT VALIDITY 
 
Item  Construct Std 
Estimate 
(>=0.7) 
Unstd 
Estimate 
S.E. C.R. P Label 
IndPos1 <--- IndPos 0.84 0.87 0.08 11.37 *** L01 
IndPos2 <--- IndPos 0.86 0.83 0.07 11.81 *** L02 
IndPos3 <--- IndPos 0.87 0.77 0.06 12.08 *** L03 
IndPos4 <--- IndPos 0.90 0.81 0.06 12.79 *** L04 
IndNeg1 <--- IndNeg 0.92 0.81 0.06 12.48 *** L05 
IndNeg2 <--- IndNeg 0.86 0.79 0.07 11.37 *** L06 
IndNeg3 <--- IndNeg 0.62 0.63 0.09 7.29 *** L07 
IndNeg4 <--- IndNeg 0.56 0.64 0.1 6.52 *** L08 
Recom1 <--- Recom 0.80 0.74 0.07 10.5 *** L09 
Recom2 <--- Recom 0.81 0.72 0.07 10.58 *** L10 
Recom3 <--- Recom 0.90 0.86 0.07 12.47 *** L11 
Recom4 <--- Recom 0.85 0.82 0.07 11.46 *** L12 
InfoX2 <--- InfoEx 0.40 0.37 0.09 4.27 *** L14 
InfoX3 <--- InfoEx 0.83 0.86 0.09 10.01 *** L15 
InfoX4 <--- InfoEx 0.59 0.6 0.09 6.66 *** L16 
InfoX5 <--- InfoEx 0.80 0.91 0.1 9.55 *** L17 
Req1 <--- Request 0.62 0.6 0.08 7.24 *** L18 
Req2 <--- Request 0.78 0.79 0.08 9.77 *** L19 
Req3 <--- Request 0.87 0.85 0.07 11.36 *** L20 
Req4 <--- Request 0.76 0.69 0.07 9.39 *** L21 
Promis1 <--- Promise 0.93 0.89 0.07 13.4 *** L22 
Promis2 <--- Promise 0.90 0.88 0.07 12.74 *** L23 
Promis4 <--- Promise 0.90 0.76 0.06 12.67 *** L25 
Promis3 <--- Promise 0.85 0.78 0.07 11.63 *** L24 
LegalP1 <--- LegPlea 0.97 0.87 0.06 14.56 *** L26 
LegalP2 <--- LegPlea 0.94 0.87 0.06 13.8 *** L27 
LegalP3 <--- LegPlea 0.89 0.74 0.06 12.67 *** L28 
LegalP4 <--- LegPlea 0.90 0.77 0.06 12.93 *** L29 
Coer1 <--- Coercive 0.94 0.98 0.07 13.84 *** L30 
Coer2 <--- Coercive 0.94 0.98 0.07 13.81 *** L31 
Coer3 <--- Coercive 0.93 0.98 0.07 13.65 *** L32 
Coer4 <--- Coercive 0.80 0.82 0.08 10.66 *** L33 
Coer5 <--- Coercive 0.87 0.95 0.08 12.18 *** L34 
Fairness <--- RelSat 0.59 0.8 0.11 7.13 *** L35 
SatisR <--- RelSat 0.71 1.04 0.11 9.1 *** L36 
Superior <--- RelSat 0.49 0.6 0.11 5.73 *** L37 
Honest <--- RelSat 0.81 1.26 0.12 10.85 *** L38 
Friend <--- RelSat 0.73 1.08 0.12 9.34 *** L39 
Comfort <--- RelSat 0.86 1.28 0.11 12.01 *** L40 
Reward <--- RelSat 0.79 1.1 0.1 10.59 *** L41 
Safe <--- RelSat 0.84 1.14 0.1 11.46 *** L42 
WinWin <--- RelSat 0.81 1.23 0.11 10.92 *** L43 
Good <--- RelSat 0.89 1.3 0.1 12.76 *** L44 
Respect <--- RelSat 0.94 1.35 0.1 13.9 *** L45 
Flexib <--- RelSat 0.88 1.29 0.1 12.52 *** L46 
Help <--- RelSat 0.91 1.3 0.1 13.18 *** L47 
Please <--- RelSat 0.94 1.49 0.11 13.83 *** L48 
Happy <--- RelSat 0.94 1.41 0.1 13.82 *** L49 
Positive <--- RelSat 0.95 1.37 0.1 14.28 *** L50 
Producti <--- RelSat 0.85 1.21 0.1 11.85 *** L51 
Enjoy <--- RelSat 0.85 1.25 0.11 11.67 *** L52 
Like <--- RelSat 0.94 1.36 0.1 13.82 *** L53 
Profit <--- RelSat 0.80 1.1 0.1 10.67 *** L54 
Kind <--- RelSat 0.93 1.33 0.1 13.58 *** L55 
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PRETEST: DISCRIMINANT VALIDITY 
 
Chi-square of each pair of constructs at significance level 0.001 
 
 IndPos IndNeg Recom InfoEx Request Promise LegPlea Coercive 
IndNeg 204.16       
Recom 249.20 210.49      
InfoEx 111.51 140.72 63.08     
Request 197.49 210.96 175.68 124.14    
Promise 316.26 210.45 279.73 118.62 192.30   
LegPlea 344.71 174.32 298.91 123.21 206.41 445.98  
Coercive 335.90 181.90 314.15 123.79 200.95 438.28 492.83 
RelSat  248.63 173.77 268.41 117.51 199.13 366.58 489.03 470.33
 
Correlation between each pair of constructs 
 
  IndPos IndNeg Recom InfoEx Request Promise LegPlea Coercive 
IndNeg -0.25          
Recom 0.46 -0.14         
InfoEx 0.07 0.13 0.37        
Request 0.21 0.08 0.33 0.08       
Promise 0.43 -0.16 0.36 0.04 0.22      
LegPlea -0.34 -0.43 -0.23 0.23 0.02 -0.08    
Coercive -0.39 -0.41 -0.07 0.2 0.06 -0.16 0.47  
RelSat 0.64 -0.46 0.43 -0.17 0.21 0.5 -0.51 -0.63
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CORRELATION COEFFICIENT 
 
Correlations:  
(Pretest - Congeneric) 
Estimate 
Recom <--> IndPos 0.46 
InfoEx <--> IndPos 0.07 
Promise <--> IndPos 0.44 
LegPlea <--> IndPos -0.35 
RelSat <--> IndPos 0.64 
IndPos <--> IndNeg -0.25 
Recom <--> InfoEx 0.37 
Recom <--> Promise 0.36 
Recom <--> Request 0.33 
Recom <--> LegPlea -0.24 
Recom <--> Coercive -0.07 
Recom <--> RelSat 0.43 
Recom <--> IndNeg -0.12 
InfoEx <--> Promise 0.05 
InfoEx <--> Request 0.08 
InfoEx <--> LegPlea 0.21 
InfoEx <--> Coercive 0.21 
InfoEx <--> RelSat -0.16 
InfoEx <--> IndNeg 0.17 
Promise <--> Request 0.22 
Promise <--> LegPlea -0.08 
Promise <--> Coercive -0.16 
Promise <--> IndNeg -0.16 
Request <--> LegPlea 0.02 
Request <--> Coercive 0.07 
Request <--> RelSat 0.21 
Request <--> IndNeg 0.10 
LegPlea <--> Coercive 0.48 
LegPlea <--> RelSat -0.51 
LegPlea <--> IndNeg 0.43 
RelSat <--> Coercive -0.63 
Coercive <--> IndNeg 0.42 
RelSat <--> IndNeg -0.47 
Promise <--> RelSat 0.50 
Request <--> IndPos 0.21 
Coercive <--> IndPos -0.38 
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CONFIRMATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS: RELATIONSHIP 
SATISFACTION 
 
* indicated selected items for final instrument and Highlighted = Cross Loading 
Variables Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 
FAIRNESS -0.199 -0.812 -0.266 0.020 
SATISR -0.431 -0.818 -0.169 -0.009 
SUPERIOR -0.199 -0.525 -0.233 0.235 
HONEST -0.506 -0.403 -0.496 0.108 
FRIEND -0.269 -0.427 -0.666 0.161 
COMFORT* -0.508 -0.324 -0.651 0.146 
ENCORA -0.492 -0.202 -0.673 0.004 
SAFE -0.520 -0.213 -0.687 0.095 
WINWIN -0.582 -0.289 -0.423 0.345 
GOOD* -0.600 -0.340 -0.570 0.125 
RESPECT* -0.687 -0.337 -0.513 0.207 
FLEXIB -0.626 -0.332 -0.482 0.269 
HELP -0.643 -0.351 -0.548 0.043 
PLEASE* -0.757 -0.336 -0.437 0.043 
HAPPY -0.827 -0.322 -0.375 -0.049 
POSITIVE* -0.784 -0.307 -0.446 0.087 
PRODUCTI* -0.763 -0.278 -0.297 0.157 
ENJOY* -0.647 -0.383 -0.453 -0.146 
LIKE -0.808 -0.259 -0.424 0.066 
PROFIT* -0.705 -0.270 -0.235 0.372 
KIND* -0.749 -0.313 -0.423 0.185 
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MULTIDIMENSIONAL SCALE MAPPING 
-0.40
-0.15
0.10
0.35
0.60
-0.40 -0.10 0.20 0.50 0.80
FAIRNESS
SATISR
SUPERIOR
HONEST
FRIEND
COMFORT
ENCORA
SAFE
WINWIN
GOOD
RESPECTFL XIB
HELP
PLEASE
HAPPY
POSITIV
PRODUCTI
NJOY
LIKE
PROFIT
KIND
MDS Map
Dim1
D
im
2
 
-0.40
-0.15
0.10
0.35
0.60
-0.40 -0.10 0.20 0.50 0.80
FAIRNESS
SATISR
SUPERIOR
HONESTFRIENDCOMFORT
ENCORASAFE
WINWIN
GOOD
RESPECT
FLEXIB
HELPPLEASEHAPPY
POSITIVE
PRODU TI
ENJOY
LIKE
PROFIT
KIND
MDS Map
Dim1
D
im
3
 
-0.40
-0.15
0.10
0.35
0.60
-0.40 -0.15 0.10 0.35 0.60
FAIRNESS
SATISR
SUPERIOR
HONEST FRIENDCOMFORT
ENCORASAFE
WINWIN
GOOD
RESPECT
FLEXIB
HELPPLEASEHAPPY
POSITIVE
PRODUCTI
ENJOY
LIKE
PROFIT
KIND
MDS Map
Dim2
D
im
3
 
   
 295 
SEM SUB DIMENSION TESTING 
 
Comfort .61T40
1
Good .40T44
1
Respect .23T45
1
Please .31T48
1
Positive .19T50
1
Producti .46T51
1
Enjoy .65T52
1
Profit .64T54
1
Kind .31T55
1
CMIN =52.775 ,Df=24, CMIN/Df =2.199 (2-5 is ok, but <2.0 is good )  RMSEA =.099 ( 0.05 -0.08 is good, lower is better)  Pclose = .017
CFI = .980 (>.9  is good, close to 1 is even better)    TLI = .969 ((>.9  is good, close to 1 is even better))        GFI = .906 (<=1, close to 1 is good)
Inter-organizational Influence and Relationship Satisfaction
Congeneric
& Real Study  Data
1.00
People
1.00
Process
1.36
1.26
1.32
1.24
1.24
1.13
1.00
OverAll
1.31
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1.37
1.
00
.9
8
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8
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PROPOSED MODIFIED MEASUREMENT MODEL WITH 
ESTIMATIONS 
 
 
GOODNESS-OF-FIT INDICES 
 
Model CMIN/DF 1 TLI 2 CFI 3 RMSEA 4 PCLOSE 
Modified Parallel 1.832 0.858 0.860 0.082 0.000
Modified Tau Equivalent 1.668 0.886 0.892 0.074 0.000
Modified Congeneric 1.608 0.896 0.906 0.070 0.000
Saturated model 1 
Independence model 6.87 0 0 0.22 0.000
1
 < 5 indicates acceptable fit level, < 2 = good fit 
2 
≥ .80 = acceptable  fit, ≥ .90 = good fit 
3 
≥ .80 = acceptable  fit, ≥ .90 = good fit  (Byrne 2001) 
 4
 <.05 = very good, <.08 = acceptable, <.10 = mediocre, ≥.10 = poor errors of approximation 
 
1.00
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CMIN =1258.995 ,Df=783, CMIN/Df =1.608 (2-5 is ok, but <2.0 is good )  RMSEA =.070 ( 0.05 -0.08 is good, lower is better)  Pclose = .000
CFI = .906 (>.9  is good, close to 1 is even better)    TLI = .896 ((>.9  is good, close to 1 is even better))        GFI = .697 (<=1, close to 1 is good)
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MODIFICATION INDICES (MODIFIED MEASUREMENT MODEL) 
 
 
Covariances: (Pretest – Modified Congeneric) 
Item/constr
uct 
Error Error Item/Construct 
M.I. Par 
Change 
InfoX2 E14 <--> Recom Recom 19.95 0.28
Coer1 E30 <--> E34 Coer5 13.8 0.08
Coer2 E31 <--> E30 Coer1 11.99 -0.05
Coer3 E32 <--> E34 Coer5 32.12 -0.12
Coer3 E32 <--> E31 Coer2 21.84 0.07
LegalP4 E29 <--> E34 Coer5 14.36 0.08
LegalP4 E29 <--> E32 Coer3 14.55 -0.06
LegalP4 E29 <--> E28 LegalP3 28.46 0.08
IndNeg2 E06 <--> T51 Producti 11.11 -0.12
IndNeg3 E07 <--> E08 IndNeg4 19.96 0.32
Regression Weights: (Pretest – Modified Congeneric) 
Item/construct Item/Construct 
M.I. Par 
Change 
InfoX2 <--- IndPos 15.72 0.32
InfoX2 <--- Promise 10.46 0.26
InfoX2 <--- Recom 31.36 0.45
InfoX2 <--- Promis3 13.67 0.31
InfoX2 <--- Recom1 24.40 0.41
InfoX2 <--- Recom2 21.14 0.4
InfoX2 <--- Recom3 28.72 0.43
InfoX2 <--- Recom4 23.96 0.39
InfoX2 <--- IndPos1 10.53 0.24
InfoX2 <--- IndPos3 16.38 0.36
InfoX2 <--- IndPos4 12.26 0.3
IndNeg4 <--- IndNeg3 11.67 0.29
InfoX4 <--- RelSat 10.78 0.25
InfoX4 <--- Coer5 11.48 -0.24
InfoX4 <--- Kind 12.52 0.19
InfoX4 <--- Respect 11.73 0.18
InfoX4 <--- Good 13.05 0.19
InfoX4 <--- Comfort 12.55 0.18
IndNeg3 <--- IndNeg4 13.07 0.24
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S  u  p  p l  y    C  h  a  i  n     M   a  n  a  g  e  m  e  n  t      R  e  s  e  a  r  c  h     S   e  r  i  e  s 
 
ในการตอบแบบสอบถามนี้ กรุณาเลือกบริษัทคูคาเพียงหนึ่งบริษัทท่ีทานไดมีการทําธุรกิจดวยกันมานานพอสมควร   ใช
ประสบการณท่ีไดจากการทําธุรกิจกับบริษัทท่ีวานี้ เพื่อใชเปนฐานในการตอบคําถามชุดนี้    
A. สําหรับบริษัทท่ีเลือกนี้ คูคารายนี้เปน________ ของบริษัทเรา 
 ลูกคา    ซัพพลายเออร   ท้ังลูกคา และ ซัพพลายเออร 
B. คูคานี้อยูในอุตสาหกรรมอะไร?    
               อุตสาหกรรมอาหาร          อุตสาหกรรมเคมี   อ่ืนๆ โปรดระบุ:_______________ 
C. คูคานี้มีบทบาทอยางไรในซัพพลายเชน 
  Wholesaler ขายสง     Retailer  ขายปลีก หรือ โมเดินเทรด     การใหบริการ  
  ขนสง กระจายสินคา คลังสินคา     ผูผลิต             การสื่อสาร/ IT  อ่ืนๆ โปรดระบุ:_______________ 
D. ทานทําธุรกิจกับคูคานี้มานานเทาไร? 
 นอยกวาหนึ่งป            1-5 ป             6-10 ป            11-20 ป             มากกวา 20 ป 
E. โดยท่ัวไป ถาใหคาดเดา บริษัททานกับคูคานี้จะทําธุรกิจสืบไปในอนาคตอีกนานเทาไร? 
 นอยกวาหนึ่งป            1-5 ป             6-10 ป            11-20 ป             มากกวา 20 ป  
     
 ถึงแมยังไมเกิดกับทานเองโดยตรง แตทางบริษัททานอาจเคยไดยินบริษัทอื่นพูดถึงการที่คูคารายนี้ใชอํานาจทางธรุกิจ กับบริษัทอื่น ทานมี
ความเห็นตอ เหตกุารณตอไปนี้อยางไร  
1. ทางบริษัทเราไดยินการชมชอบเกี่ยวกับการใชอํานาจทางธุรกิจ ของบริษัทคูคานี้จากบริษัท
อ่ืนๆบอยๆ 
ไมเห็นดวย       1         2         3         4          5          เห็นดวย 
อยางยิง่                                                                       อยางยิ่ง 
2. ทางบริษัทเราไดยินตัวอยางที่ดี หลายเรื่อง ของบริษัทคูคานี้ท่ีชวยเหลือบริษัทอื่น ไมเห็นดวย       1         2         3         4          5          เห็นดวย 
อยางยิง่                                                                       อยางยิ่ง 
3. เรื่องดีๆท่ีไดยินมา ทําใหเราเกิดความชื่นชมเขา และทําใหมีผลตอการยินยอมทําตาม ถาคู
คานี้จะขอในอนาคต 
ไมเห็นดวย       1         2         3         4          5          เห็นดวย 
อยางยิง่                                                                       อยางยิ่ง 
4. ทางเราควรทุมเวลาในการหาความจริงเกี่ยวกับเรื่องดีๆท่ีไดยินมา เพื่อใหรูวาควรจะปฏิบัติ
ดีตอเขาเทาไรจึงจะเหมาะสม 
ไมเห็นดวย       1         2         3         4          5          เห็นดวย 
อยางยิง่                                                                       อยางยิ่ง 
5. ทางบริษัทเราไดยินเรื่องไมดีเก่ียวกับการใชอํานาจทางธุรกิจ ของบริษัทคูคานี้จากบริษัท
อ่ืนๆบอยๆ 
ไมเห็นดวย       1         2         3         4          5          เห็นดวย 
อยางยิง่                                                                       อยางยิ่ง 
6. ทางบริษัทเราไดยินเรื่องไมดีหลายเรื่อง ของบริษัทคูคานี้ทํากับบริษัทอื่น ไมเห็นดวย       1         2         3         4          5          เห็นดวย 
อยางยิง่                                                                       อยางยิ่ง 
7. ทางบริษัทเราใชเรื่องไมดีท่ีไดยินมาในการตัดสินใจ และวางแผนรับมือ วาควรจะทํา
อยางไรถึงจะไมกระทบกระเทือนความสัมพันธทางธุรกิจในอนาคต 
ไมเห็นดวย       1         2         3         4          5          เห็นดวย 
อยางยิง่                                                                       อยางยิ่ง 
8. ทางเราควรทุมเวลาอยางมาก ในการหาขอมูลเก่ียวกับเรื่องควรระวังในการทําธุรกิจกับคูคา
รายนี้ เพราะเราจะไดรับมือไดถูกตอง 
ไมเห็นดวย       1         2         3         4          5          เห็นดวย 
อยางยิง่                                                                       อยางยิ่ง 
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เพื่อท่ีจะทําใหบริษัททานยอมทําตามที่ ตัวแทนจากบริษัทคูคานี้ใชพฤติกรรมดังตอไปนี้อยางไร 
1.       อธิบายอยางชัดเจนวา บริษัทเราจะทํางานไดดีขึ้นถาปฏิบัติตามที่เขาแนะนํา  ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
2. ใหเหตุผลตางๆ หรือ หลักฐาน เพื่อใหเห็นวา วาสิ่งที่เขาเสนอ จะนําไปสูความสําเร็จได
อยางไรตามที่คาดไว 
 ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
3. ช้ีแนะวา ท่ีเขาแนะนํามา เพื่อต้ังใจชวยบริษัทเราเปนหลัก  ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
4. บอกเราวา  ถาเชื่อการแนะนําของเขา เราจะพัฒนาปรับปรุงไดดีขึ้น   ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
5. ใชวิธีการใหขอมูล จนเราคลอยตาม และเปลี่ยนการตัดสินใจทําตามที่เขาตองการ  ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
6. บอกเราใหแกปญหาแบบระยะยาว มากวาจะมาถกปญหาระยะสั้น  ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
7. เมื่อมีความขัดแยง ทางเขาคอนขางใจเย็น และมีความเคารพตอความเห็นทางเราในการแก
ความขัดแยง การแกปญหาเปนแบบถอยทีถอยอาศัย  
 ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
8. พูดแบบชักแมน้ําท้ังหา  พูดออมๆ เหมือนกับไมยอมพูดตรงๆ วาจะเอาอะไรกันแน  ท้ังๆที่
เรารูวาเขาตองการอะไร  
 ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
9. ขอรองใหเรายอมทําตามที่เขาตองการ แตไมได แจงวา จะมีผลประโยชนอะไรเราถาเรายอม
ทําตามหรือมีโทษอยางไร ถาไมทําตาม 
 ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
10. ขอรองใหเราทําตามที่เขาตองการ โดยใหเห็นแกความสัมพันธสวนตัว ในอดีต หรือ ใน
อนาคต  
 ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
11. ขอรองใหเราชวย แบบชวยเปลาในโปรเจกตใหม ท่ีเขาก็ไมแนใจวาจะกําไร หรือ 
ขาดทุน ดังนั้น เลยไมสามารถเสนอผลตอบแทนใหเราไดแมเราจะชวยเขา 
ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
12. ไหววานใหชวยทําบางอยางแตไมไดบอกวาถาไมทําตามจะเกิดอะไรขึ้น ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
13.  สัญญาวาเราจะไดรับผลประโยชนบางอยางจากเขา ถาเรายอมทําตามที่เขาตองการ ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
14. ใชระบบโบนัส เพื่อชวยกระตุนใหเราทําตามเปา หรือ เกินเปา   ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
15.  ใชผลประโยชนเพื่อจูงใจใหเราเปลี่ยนแผนทางธุรกิจตามที่เขาตองการ  ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
16. ใชผลประโยชนเขาลอ ถาเห็นเราลังเล ไมยอมทําตามที่เขาตองการ  ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
17. ชอบพูดวาอยาบังคับใหเขาใชกฎหมาย  เพราะเขาจะใชเมื่อไรก็ได เพียงแนตอนนี้เขาไม
อยากใช เทานั้นเอง 
 ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
18. เตือนสติ วาขอตกลงทางกฏหมายที่มีกับเรา จะมีผลอยางไรถาไมทําตาม  ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
19. บอกวาไมอยากเสียเวลาพูดมาก วากันตามกฎหมายดีกวา ชัดเจนดี  ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
20. บอกเราวา ในทางกฎหมาย ทางเขามีแตไดเปรียบ ถาเกิดอะไรขึ้น  ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
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21. เตือนสติวา ถาไมยอมทําตาม จะไดรับโทษ หรือ เสียผลประโยชนอยางไร  ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
22. แจงวา เราจะไดรับการบริการท่ีไมดี เชน สงของชา ถาเราทําตามที่เขาตองการไมได  
แตเขาจะยังสั่งอยู หรือใหราคาเทาเดิม 
 ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
23. ใชการขมขู ประเภท ขึ้นราคา หรือ สั่งนอยลง เพื่อใหเรายอมทําตาม ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
24. บอกเราวาเขาสามารถ ทําความยุงยากใหแกเราได ถาเราไมทําตามที่เขาตองการ ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
25. ขูวาจะหยุดทําธุรกิจกับเรา ถาเราไมสามารถทําตามที่ตองการ ไมเคยเลย   1         2         3         4          5     มีบอยมาก 
 
ทานมีความรูสึกอยางไรตอความสัมพันธทางธุรกิจกับบริษัทคูคารายนี้   
รูสึกเห็นพองตามขอความทางซายอยางมาก ไมเห็นดวยกับทั้งสองขาง รูสึกเห็นพองตามขอความทางขวาอยางยิ่ง 
 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3  
         
1. ทางเรารูสึกเสียเปรียบ เปนเบี้ยลาง -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 ทางเรารูสึกไดเปรียบ เปนตอ 
         
2. ทางเราหายใจไมท่ัวทอง ไมรูวาจะซวยเมื่อไร -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 เปนการทําธุรกิจที่สะดวก นาติดตอดวย 
         
3. รูสึกไมดีกับความสัมพันธนี้เลย -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 รูสึกดีตอความสัมพันธนี้ 
         
4. ไมมีความเคารพเราเลย -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 ใหความเคารพเราดี 
         
5. ทางเราไมพอใจกับการทําธุรกิจกับคูคานี้เลย -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 ทางเราพอใจกับการทําธุรกิจกับคูคานี้ 
         
6. มีความรูสึกทางลบตอความสัมพันธ -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 มีแตความรูสึกทางบวกตอความสัมพันธ 
         
7. ธุรกิจกับเขานี้ไมมีผลงอกเงยซะเลย -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 ธุรกิจกับเขานี้มีผลงอกงามดี 
         
8. เปนการทําธุรกิจที่ลําบาก -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 เปนการทําธุรกิจที่นารี่นรมย 
         
9. เปนธุรกิจที่ทางเรา เสียหายขาดทุน -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 เปนความสัมพันธท่ีทางเรา ไดกําไร 
         
10. มีความเห็นอกเห็นใจทางเราดี -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 ไมมีความเห็นอกเห็นใจทางเราเลย 
คําถามเพิ่มเติมชวงสุดทาย 
A..   ทําธุรกิจกับเขามีความสําคัญกับธุรกิจเรามาก ไมเห็นดวยอยางยิ่ง      1           2           3          4           5        เห็นดวยอยางยิง่ 
B.   คูคานี้หาเจาอื่นมาทดแทนไดยาก ไมเห็นดวยอยางยิ่ง      1           2           3          4           5        เห็นดวยอยางยิง่ 
C.   ถาเขาไมชอบหนาเรา เราแยแนๆ ไมเห็นดวยอยางยิ่ง      1           2           3          4           5        เห็นดวยอยางยิง่ 
D.   ทางเขาหาคนอื่นมาแทนที่เรายาก ไมเห็นดวยอยางยิ่ง      1           2           3          4           5       เห็นดวยอยางยิ่ง 
E.   วาไปแลว ทางคูคานี้ไมเคยกลาหือกับเรา เขายอมเราตลอด ไมเห็นดวยอยางยิ่ง      1           2           3          4           5       เห็นดวยอยางยิ่ง 
F.   เรามีความสําคัญกับธุรกิจเขามาก ไมเห็นดวยอยางยิ่ง      1           2           3          4           5       เห็นดวยอยางยิ่ง 
Thank you 
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Thank you very much for your help 
ขอบคุณทุกทานที่สละเวลาชวยตอบคําถามชุดนี้  เราหวังวาเราคงไดตอบแทนทานบางในอนาคต 
ทานอยากใหสง Wrist Band / ผลสรุปงานวิจัยนี้ไปที่ ชื่อ __________________________________________________________    
บริษัท / สถาบัน__________________________________________________________    แผนก ___________________________________ 
เลขที่ ____________     ถนน_____________   แขวง_________________  เขต______________  จังหวัด ________________  รหัสไปรณีย________________   
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S  u  p  p l  y    C  h  a  i  n     M   a  n  a  g  e  m  e  n  t      R  e  s  e  a  r  c  h     S   e  r  i  e  s 
 
For this survey, pick your number one supplier or your number one customer as the 
basis for answering the following questions.  Be sure to pick a firm with whom you have 
had a long-term relationship.   
*** Font sizes & space are reduced to make the format match with questionnaire in Thai Version*** 
A.   For the firm you picked, is it a_________   
 Customer    Supplier     Both Customer and Supplier 
B.  What industry is this firm in?  
         Food         Chemical    other, please identify _______ 
C. What is the business function of this company in supply chain? 
  Wholesaler   Retailer     Services/Communication/ Information technology   
  Transportation/Distribution/Warehousing     Other. Please define:_______________ 
D.  How long have you done business with this business partner? 
 Less than 1 year 1-5 years  6-10 years 11-20 years   Over 20 years  
E.  In the future, how long do you plan to keep your relationship with this customer/supplier?  
 Less than 1 year 1-5 years  6-10 years 11-20 years   Over 20 years 
 
You might have heard some stories from other firms about the way this business 
partner works with them as this partner attempts to influence their decisions.   
1. We often hear strong positive comments about this business 
partner. 
Strongly      1         2         3         4          5           Strongly 
Disagree                                                                Agree 
2. We have heard many different examples of how this business 
partner has helped other firms. 
Strongly      1         2         3         4          5           Strongly 
Disagree                                                                Agree 
3. When we have to make a decision that affects our 
relationship with this business partner, we consider the positive 
stories we have heard. 
Strongly      1         2         3         4          5           Strongly 
Disagree                                                                Agree 
4. We have tried to seek out the truth about any positive 
(helpful) stories involving this business partner. 
Strongly      1         2         3         4          5           Strongly 
Disagree                                                                Agree 
5. We often hear strong negative comments about this business 
partner. 
Strongly      1         2         3         4          5           Strongly 
Disagree                                                                Agree 
6. We have heard many different examples of how this business 
partner has hurt other firms. 
Strongly      1         2         3         4          5           Strongly 
Disagree                                                                Agree 
7. When we have to make a decision that affects our 
relationship with this business partner, we consider the negative 
stories we have heard. 
Strongly      1         2         3         4          5           Strongly 
Disagree                                                                Agree 
8. We have tried to seek out the truth about any negative 
(hurtful) stories involving this business partner. 
Strongly      1         2         3         4          5           Strongly 
Disagree                                                                Agree 
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In order to get your organization to do as your business partner would like, how often 
do representatives of that firm do the following   
1. …clearly explain how our firm will improve ourselves by 
following a recommended course of action. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
2. …outline the logic and/or evidence for expecting success from 
specific programs and actions suggested. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
3. …make it explicit that their suggestions are intended to help us. Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
4. …make it clear that we would improve ourselves by following 
their recommendations. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
5. …attempt to change our perspective by looking at how our 
decisions affect the big picture. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
6. …make a case that the long-term benefit is more important to 
consider than short-term issues.   
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
7. …want us to consider long-term issues and strategies, rather 
than specific courses of action. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
8. …focus our attention on general strategies (as opposed to 
specific strategies) when thinking about how to make our business 
improve. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
9. …ask for our compliance to their requests, not indicating any 
positive or negative outcome for our company if we were to comply 
or not. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
10. …ask us to accept new ideas without explaining what 
effect they will have on our business. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
11. …ask our cooperation in implementing new programs 
without mentioning rewards for complying or punishments for 
refusing. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
12. …ask us to do a favor for them, but not indicate any 
outcome for our company if we do or do not comply. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
13. …promise to give something to us if we comply with their 
requests. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
14. …offer bonuses to encourage us to meet or exceed sales or 
profit quotas. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
15.  …offer specific incentives to make us change the way we 
do business.   
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
16. …offer incentives to us when we are reluctant to cooperate 
with a new program or policy. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
17. …make it a point to refer to legal agreements we have 
when attempting to influence our actions. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
18. … ‘remind us’ of our obligations as stipulated in the 
contractual agreement. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
19. …use sections of our contractual agreement as a ‘tool’ to 
get us to agree to their demands. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
20.  …make interpretations of our contractual agreement to 
gain our cooperation with a request. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
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21. …make it clear that failure to comply with their requests will 
result in penalties against us. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
22. …threaten to give poorer service to our company if we fail to 
agree with their requests. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
23.  …use threats such as higher prices, slower delivery etc. Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
24. …communicate their ability to ‘make things difficult’ for us if 
we do not meet their demands. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
25. …threaten to discontinue service to us for failure to comply 
with their requests. 
Never     1         2         3         4          5     Very Frequently 
      Relationship Satisfaction 
How would you describe your feelings toward the relationship with this business partner? 
Strongly feel toward the left Neutral Strongly feel toward the right 
1. We feel inferior in this relationship.   -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 We feel superior in this relationship. 
         
2. This relationship is frustrating for us.   -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 This relationship is enjoyable for us. 
         
3. This is a losing relationship for us.   -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 This is a wining relationship for us. 
         
4. We feel bad about this relationship. -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 We feel good about this relationship. 
         
5. There is little respect for us in this 
relationship. -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
There is a great deal of respect for 
us in this relationship. 
         
6. We feel negative toward this 
relationship. -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
We feel positive toward this 
relationship. 
         
7. This relationship is unconformable 
relationship  for us. -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
This relationship is a comfortable 
relationship for us. 
         
8. We feel displeased with this 
relationship. -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
We feel pleased with this 
relationship. 
         
9. This relationship is a loss for us. -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 This relationship is profitable for  us. 
         
10. They are kind to us. -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 They are unkind to us. 
 
Final Questions 
A.  Overall, how much of your business depends on 
this supplier/customer? 
Very            1         2         3         4          5           A Great 
Little                                                                     Deal 
B.  This business partner would be difficult to replace Strongly      1         2         3         4          5           Strongly Disagree                                                                Agree 
C.   This partner is very important for our business Strongly      1         2         3         4          5           Strongly Disagree                                                                Agree 
   D.  Overall, How much of this trading partner’s 
business depend on our company? 
Very            1         2         3         4          5           A Great 
Little                                                                     Deal 
E.  It is difficult for them to find other partner to 
replace us. 
Strongly      1         2         3         4          5           Strongly 
Disagree                                                                Agree 
F.  Doing business with us is important for them Strongly      1         2         3         4          5           Strongly Disagree                                                                Agree 
Thank You                                                     Page 3 
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Thank You Very Much 
 
If you want the executive summary of this study, please provide you contact information below  
Name_________________________Company/Institution_____________________________________________________________________________ 
Address ____________ ______________________________________E-mail:______________________________________________________________ 
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REAL STUDY:  NORMALITY TEST  
 
RS At 5% Critical Value Shapiro-Wilk 
Kolmogorov-
Smirnov 
D'Agostino 
Omnibus 
Martinez-
Iglewicz 
Item 
Value df Sig. (<0.079) (<5.991) (<1.066) 
Decision 
IndPos1 0.909 199 0.000 0.195 4.728 0.974 Accept Normality 
IndPos2 0.903 199 0.000 0.213 0.908 0.989 Accept Normality 
IndPos3 0.901 199 0.000 0.217 2.133 0.988 Accept Normality 
IndPos4 0.905 199 0.000 0.214 1.116 0.989 Accept Normality 
IndNeg1 0.897 199 0.000 0.212 4.563 1.011 Accept Normality 
IndNeg2 0.895 199 0.000 0.220 7.730 1.003 Accept Normality 
IndNeg3 0.916 199 0.000 0.163 13.290 0.952 Accept Normality 
IndNeg4 0.907 199 0.000 0.187 7.901 0.956 Accept Normality 
Recom1 0.902 199 0.000 0.222 1.062 0.991 Accept Normality 
Recom2 0.890 199 0.000 0.211 3.744 0.986 Accept Normality 
Recom3 0.899 199 0.000 0.193 4.162 0.979 Accept Normality 
Recom4 0.901 199 0.000 0.200 9.395 0.966 Accept Normality 
InfoX2 0.886 199 0.000 0.221 4.606 0.987 Accept Normality 
InfoX3 0.910 199 0.000 0.196 4.169 0.974 Accept Normality 
InfoX4 0.906 199 0.000 0.193 3.228 0.972 Accept Normality 
InfoX5 0.911 199 0.000 0.186 8.662 0.965 Accept Normality 
Req1 0.897 199 0.000 0.221 6.605 1.013 Accept Normality 
Req2 0.891 199 0.000 0.178 40.158 0.957 Accept Normality 
Req3 0.890 199 0.000 0.183 14.084 0.987 Accept Normality 
Req4 0.876 199 0.000 0.225 11.706 1.005 Accept Normality 
Promis1 0.900 199 0.000 0.211 6.042 0.997 Accept Normality 
Promis2 0.897 199 0.000 0.193 10.604 0.991 Accept Normality 
Promis3 0.896 199 0.000 0.197 7.511 1.023 Accept Normality 
Promis4 0.896 199 0.000 0.200 5.575 1.011 Accept Normality 
LegalP1 0.665 199 0.000 0.398 54.386 0.000 Accept Normality 
LegalP2 0.702 199 0.000 0.368 47.402 0.000 Accept Normality 
LegalP3 0.615 199 0.000 0.419 78.662 0.000 Accept Normality 
LegalP4 0.624 199 0.000 0.419 68.932 0.000 Accept Normality 
Coer1 0.818 199 0.000 0.250 22.023 0.995 Accept Normality 
Coer2 0.797 199 0.000 0.272 23.323 0.977 Accept Normality 
Coer3 0.816 199 0.000 0.256 20.567 0.982 Accept Normality 
Coer4 0.816 199 0.000 0.265 19.589 0.982 Accept Normality 
Coer5 0.801 199 0.000 0.273 26.046 0.992 Accept Normality 
Comfort 0.889 199 0.000 0.222 18.988 0.971 Accept Normality 
Good 0.884 199 0.000 0.210 17.857 1.121 Reject Normality 
Respect 0.866 199 0.000 0.247 25.307 1.203 Reject Normality 
Please 0.863 199 0.000 0.242 20.391 1.131 Reject Normality 
Positive 0.899 199 0.000 0.207 17.512 0.979 Accept Normality 
Producti 0.896 199 0.000 0.212 18.794 0.959 Accept Normality 
Enjoy 0.917 199 0.000 0.177 12.712 0.983 Accept Normality 
Profit 0.916 199 0.000 0.159 13.659 1.065 Reject Normality 
Kind 0.916 199 0.000 0.186 14.134 1.027 Accept Normality 
 
Superior 0.939 199 0.000 0.191 0.138 0.987 Accept Normality 
   
 310 
REAL STUDY: DESCRIPTIVE STATISTIC 
 
Items N  Min  Max Mean  Std. Dev  Skewness  Std. 
Error 
Kurtosis   Std. 
Error 
IndPos1 199 1 5 3.035 1.032 -0.182 0.172 -0.514 0.343 
IndPos2 199 1 5 3.035 0.950 0.036 0.172 -0.307 0.343 
IndPos3 199 1 5 3.166 0.984 -0.242 0.172 -0.157 0.343 
IndPos4 199 1 5 3.060 0.973 -0.122 0.172 -0.269 0.343 
IndNeg1 199 1 5 2.492 0.994 0.348 0.172 -0.258 0.343 
IndNeg2 199 1 5 2.417 1.031 0.379 0.172 -0.483 0.343 
IndNeg3 199 1 5 2.930 1.144 -0.004 0.172 -0.783 0.343 
IndNeg4 199 1 5 3.176 1.130 -0.309 0.172 -0.564 0.343 
Recom1 199 1 5 3.015 0.961 -0.134 0.172 -0.240 0.343 
Recom2 199 1 5 3.181 0.925 -0.330 0.172 -0.151 0.343 
Recom3 199 1 5 3.025 0.950 -0.122 0.172 -0.518 0.343 
Recom4 199 1 5 3.050 1.024 -0.215 0.172 -0.667 0.343 
InfoX2 199 1 5 3.075 0.921 -0.347 0.172 -0.270 0.343 
InfoX3 199 1 5 3.085 1.048 -0.199 0.172 -0.472 0.343 
InfoX4 199 1 5 3.302 1.010 -0.248 0.172 -0.339 0.343 
InfoX5 199 1 5 2.965 1.080 -0.149 0.172 -0.669 0.343 
Req1 199 1 5 2.477 1.034 0.407 0.172 -0.345 0.343 
Req2 199 1 5 2.503 1.137 0.171 0.172 -1.027 0.343 
Req3 199 1 5 2.407 1.137 0.378 0.172 -0.706 0.343 
Req4 199 1 5 2.246 1.061 0.569 0.172 -0.394 0.343 
Promis1 199 1 5 2.497 1.014 0.285 0.172 -0.499 0.343 
Promis2 199 1 5 2.452 1.095 0.333 0.172 -0.641 0.343 
Promis3 199 1 5 2.563 1.108 0.459 0.172 -0.291 0.343 
Promis4 199 1 5 2.447 1.033 0.379 0.172 -0.304 0.343 
LegalP1 199 1 5 1.568 0.907 1.499 0.172 1.522 0.343 
LegalP2 199 1 5 1.633 0.938 1.388 0.172 1.165 0.343 
LegalP3 199 1 5 1.482 0.869 1.871 0.172 2.994 0.343 
LegalP4 199 1 5 1.533 0.936 1.732 0.172 2.301 0.343 
Coer1 199 1 5 2.010 1.115 0.909 0.172 -0.064 0.343 
Coer2 199 1 5 1.955 1.111 0.937 0.172 -0.182 0.343 
Coer3 199 1 5 1.960 1.053 0.867 0.172 -0.163 0.343 
Coer4 199 1 5 1.970 1.068 0.840 0.172 -0.177 0.343 
Coer5 199 1 5 1.920 1.065 0.997 0.172 0.225 0.343 
Superior 199 -3 3 0.080 1.394 -0.054 0.172 -0.106 0.343 
Comfort 199 -3 3 1.035 1.616 -0.827 0.172 0.024 0.343 
Good 199 -3 3 1.196 1.647 -0.797 0.172 -0.105 0.343 
Respect 199 -3 3 1.261 1.583 -0.978 0.172 0.231 0.343 
Please 199 -3 3 1.211 1.742 -0.838 0.172 -0.332 0.343 
Happy 199 -3 3 1.015 1.603 -0.730 0.172 -0.036 0.343 
Positive 199 -3 3 1.045 1.561 -0.784 0.172 0.094 0.343 
Producti 199 -3 3 1.141 1.518 -0.819 0.172 0.088 0.343 
Enjoy 199 -3 3 0.759 1.627 -0.613 0.172 -0.359 0.343 
Profit 199 -3 3 0.774 1.433 -0.635 0.172 0.426 0.343 
Kind 199 -3 3 0.854 1.522 -0.688 0.172 0.103 0.343 
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Item Factor 
1 
Factor 
2 
Factor 
3 
Factor 
4 
Factor 
5 
Factor 
6 
Factor 
7 
Factor 
8 
Factor 
9 
IndPos1 -0.228 0.801 -0.037 -0.017 -0.018 -0.229 0.104 -0.122 0.003 
IndPos2 -0.263 0.690 -0.045 -0.138 0.003 -0.150 0.073 -0.273 0.051 
IndPos3 -0.297 0.739 -0.077 -0.027 0.045 -0.190 0.094 -0.190 0.072 
IndPos4 -0.309 0.815 -0.076 -0.027 0.008 -0.125 0.111 -0.149 0.012 
IndNeg1 0.232 -0.106 0.080 0.269 -0.081 0.054 -0.146 0.043 -0.740 
IndNeg2 0.273 -0.099 0.106 0.271 -0.174 0.045 -0.230 0.062 -0.648 
IndNeg3 0.165 0.023 -0.021 0.083 -0.112 -0.056 -0.033 -0.001 -0.697 
IndNeg4 0.052 0.004 0.014 0.075 0.001 0.102 -0.075 -0.002 -0.725 
Recom1 -0.145 0.218 -0.062 0.063 -0.055 -0.134 0.012 -0.701 0.007 
Recom2 -0.157 0.110 -0.157 0.048 0.013 -0.090 0.082 -0.761 -0.028 
Recom3 -0.182 0.143 -0.172 0.102 0.038 -0.213 0.028 -0.747 0.005 
Recom4 -0.087 0.120 -0.177 0.098 -0.023 -0.150 -0.004 -0.756 0.087 
InfoX2 0.096 0.034 -0.852 0.015 -0.084 0.028 -0.109 -0.191 0.035 
InfoX3 0.085 0.079 -0.866 0.041 -0.028 0.000 -0.065 -0.235 -0.009 
InfoX4 -0.070 0.021 -0.704 0.063 -0.044 0.066 0.018 0.002 0.047 
InfoX5 0.128 0.048 -0.715 0.213 -0.021 -0.093 -0.006 -0.133 0.024 
Req1 0.084 -0.113 -0.123 0.567 -0.020 -0.025 -0.174 -0.220 -0.184 
Req2 -0.001 0.026 -0.120 0.739 -0.212 -0.008 -0.105 0.014 -0.063 
Req3 -0.016 -0.020 -0.071 0.777 -0.105 -0.058 -0.069 -0.037 -0.142 
Req4 0.047 -0.056 -0.037 0.713 -0.135 -0.063 -0.047 -0.093 -0.150 
Promis1 -0.279 0.163 0.057 0.107 0.067 -0.742 0.057 -0.194 0.081 
Promis2 -0.357 0.156 -0.058 0.057 0.017 -0.708 0.094 -0.094 0.058 
Promis3 -0.293 0.147 0.002 -0.004 -0.006 -0.802 0.070 -0.162 0.025 
Promis4 -0.189 0.210 0.025 0.044 -0.004 -0.816 0.078 -0.222 -0.002 
LegalP1 0.225 -0.002 -0.029 0.209 -0.818 -0.018 -0.222 -0.050 -0.086 
LegalP2 0.226 -0.073 -0.066 0.163 -0.824 -0.022 -0.156 -0.041 -0.079 
LegalP3 0.179 0.045 -0.107 0.095 -0.813 0.059 -0.262 0.049 -0.086 
LegalP4 0.159 0.005 -0.015 0.118 -0.842 0.047 -0.174 0.004 -0.089 
Coer1 0.326 -0.087 -0.069 0.076 -0.171 0.081 -0.780 0.012 -0.108 
Coer2 0.357 -0.046 -0.008 0.090 -0.203 0.157 -0.768 0.026 -0.072 
Coer3 0.307 -0.076 -0.009 0.106 -0.207 0.067 -0.845 0.043 -0.082 
Coer4 0.288 -0.138 -0.023 0.140 -0.218 -0.016 -0.785 0.028 -0.154 
Coer5 0.347 -0.105 -0.113 0.135 -0.199 0.074 -0.797 0.049 -0.126 
Comfort -0.734 0.247 -0.073 -0.008 0.082 -0.188 0.217 -0.084 0.230 
Good -0.830 0.150 -0.001 0.001 0.120 -0.122 0.226 -0.016 0.186 
Respect -0.796 0.204 0.062 -0.043 0.109 -0.096 0.259 -0.069 0.177 
Please -0.793 0.142 0.049 -0.049 0.228 -0.189 0.290 -0.094 0.145 
Positive -0.832 0.211 0.018 -0.041 0.118 -0.163 0.211 -0.134 0.142 
Producti -0.734 0.169 0.085 -0.073 0.179 -0.164 0.164 -0.161 0.047 
Enjoy -0.773 0.122 -0.017 -0.034 0.103 -0.224 0.256 -0.035 0.069 
Profit -0.689 0.179 0.190 0.058 0.180 -0.207 0.122 -0.190 0.028 
Kind -0.799 0.118 0.060 -0.065 0.138 -0.198 0.231 -0.223 0.067 
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REAL STUDY: MEASUREMENT MODEL 
GOODNESS-OF-FIT INDICES 
 
Model CMIN/DF 1 TLI 2 CFI 3 RMSEA 4 PCLOSE 
Parallel 1.996 0.883 0.885 0.071 0.000 
Tau Equivalent 1.801 0.906 0.911 0.064 0.000 
Congeneric 1.712 0.916 0.924 0.060 0.002 
Saturated model   1   
Independence model 9.49 0 0 0.21 0 
1
 < 5 indicates acceptable fit level, < 2 = good fit 
2 
≥ .80 = acceptable  fit, ≥ .90 = good fit 
3 
≥ .80 = acceptable  fit, ≥ .90 = good fit  (Byrne 2001) 
 4
 <.05 = very good, <.08 = acceptable, <.10 = mediocre, ≥.10 = poor errors of approximation 
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1
CMIN =1340.744 ,Df=783, CMIN/Df =1.712 (2-5 is ok, but <2.0 is good )  RMSEA =.060 ( 0.05 -0.08 is good, lower is better)  Pclose = .002
CFI = .924 (>.9  is good, close to 1 is even better)    TLI = .916 ((>.9  is good, close to 1 is even better))        GFI = .769 (<=1, close to 1 is good)
.87
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REAL STUDY: MODIFICATION INDICES  
 
Covariances: (Real Study Congeneric) 
Item/construct Error   Error Item/Construct M.I. 
Par 
Change 
Kind T55 <--> Recom Recom 11.2 0.15
Profit T54 <--> InfoEx InfoEx 10.25 -0.19
Profit T54 <--> T55 Kind 16 0.19
InfoX5 E17 <--> E34 Coer5 11.62 0.09
Producti T51 <--> T54 Profit 12.79 0.21
Good T44 <--> T45 Respect 16.83 0.17
Coer2 E31 <--> E17 InfoX5 12.61 -0.11
Coer3 E32 <--> E34 Coer5 15.18 -0.05
Coer4 E33 <--> E31 Coer2 44.65 -0.14
Coer4 E33 <--> E32 Coer3 27.24 0.08
LegalP2 E27 <--> E26 LegalP1 13.78 0.05
LegalP3 E28 <--> E33 Coer4 13.69 -0.06
LegalP4 E29 <--> E28 LegalP3 37.46 0.11
InfoX4 E16 <--> T51 Producti 14.86 -0.2
IndPos4 E04 <--> E31 Coer2 12.54 0.07
IndNeg3 E07 <--> E08 IndNeg4 42.52 0.42
Regression Weights: (Real Study Congeneric)   
Item/construct   Item/Construct M.I. 
Par 
Change 
Coer5 <--- InfoX5 13.85 0.11
IndNeg4 <--- IndNeg3 27.83 0.31
Please <--- LegalP3 10.64 -0.2
Please <--- LegalP4 14.26 -0.21
IndNeg2 <--- LegalP1 11.25 0.15
IndNeg3 <--- IndNeg4 27.91 0.32
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REAL STUDY : UNIDIMENSIONALITY  
 
Item Factor 1 %Variance Explained 
IndPos1 0.870 
IndPos2 0.802 
IndPos3 0.848 
IndPos4 0.900 
73.222 
Item Factor 1 %Variance Explained 
IndNeg1 0.889 
IndNeg2 0.812 
IndNeg3 0.663 
IndNeg4 0.665 
58.253 
Item Factor 1 %Variance Explained 
Recom1 0.753 
Recom2 0.795 
Recom3 0.839 
Recom4 0.816 
64.227 
Item Factor 1 %Variance Explained 
InfoX2 0.895 
InfoX3 0.913 
InfoX4 0.663 
InfoX5 0.735 
65.364 
Item Factor 1 %Variance Explained 
Req1 0.634 
Req2 0.748 
Req3 0.813 
Req4 0.759 
54.991 
Item Factor 1 %Variance Explained 
Promis1 0.838 
Promis2 0.808 
Promis3 0.889 
Promis4 0.882 
73.122 
Item Factor 1 %Variance Explained 
LegalP1 0.903 
LegalP2 0.888 
LegalP3 0.871 
LegalP4 0.886 
78.709 
Item Factor 1 %Variance Explained 
Coer1 0.886 
Coer2 0.873 
Coer3 0.937 
Coer4 0.888 
Coer5 0.928 
81.513 
Item Factor 1 %Variance Explained 
Comfort 0.841 
Good 0.897 
Respect 0.943 
Please 0.936 
Positive 0.955 
Producti 0.859 
Enjoy 0.830 
Profit 0.800 
Kind 0.931 
75.711 
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REAL STUDY : STANDARDIZED RESIDUALS 
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REAL STUDY: RELIABILITY  
 
   Estimated Cronbach’s 
Alpha (>=0.7) 
Construct Reliability 
(>=0.7) 
Variance Extracted 
(>=0.5) 
IndPos1 <--- IndPos 0.870  
IndPos2 <--- IndPos 0.810  
IndPos3 <--- IndPos 0.850  
IndPos4 <--- IndPos 0.900 0.916 0.918 0.736
IndNeg1 <--- IndNeg 0.920  
IndNeg2 <--- IndNeg 0.900  
IndNeg3 <--- IndNeg 0.570  
IndNeg4 <--- IndNeg 0.560 0.842 0.836 0.574
Recom1 <--- Recom 0.740  
Recom2 <--- Recom 0.780  
Recom3 <--- Recom 0.860  
Recom4 <--- Recom 0.820 0.877 0.877 0.642
InfoX2 <--- InfoEx 0.910  
InfoX3 <--- InfoEx 0.940  
InfoX4 <--- InfoEx 0.630  
InfoX5 <--- InfoEx 0.710 0.876 0.880 0.653
Req1 <--- Request 0.650  
Req2 <--- Request 0.750  
Req3 <--- Request 0.800  
Req4 <--- Request 0.760 0.827 0.830 0.551
Promis1 <--- Promise 0.840  
Promis2 <--- Promise 0.810  
Promis4 <--- Promise 0.880  
Promis3 <--- Promise 0.890 0.915 0.916 0.732
LegalP1 <--- LegPlea 0.920  
LegalP2 <--- LegPlea 0.900  
LegalP3 <--- LegPlea 0.860  
LegalP4 <--- LegPlea 0.870 0.937 0.937 0.788
Coer1 <--- Coercive 0.880  
Coer2 <--- Coercive 0.880  
Coer3 <--- Coercive 0.930  
Coer4 <--- Coercive 0.900  
Coer5 <--- Coercive 0.920 0.956 0.956 0.814
Comfort <--- RelSat 0.850  
Good <--- RelSat 0.890  
Respect <--- RelSat 0.890  
Please <--- RelSat 0.920  
Positive <--- RelSat 0.930  
Producti <--- RelSat 0.820  
Enjoy <--- RelSat 0.850  
Profit <--- RelSat 0.770  
Kind <--- RelSat 0.890 0.979 0.965 0.755
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REAL STUDY: CONVERGENT VALIDITY 
 
Standardized Regression 
Weights: (Real Study - 
Congeneric) 
Std 
Estimate
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 
IndPos1 <--- IndPos 0.870 0.890 0.060 15.040 *** L01 
IndPos2 <--- IndPos 0.810 0.770 0.060 13.490 *** L02 
IndPos3 <--- IndPos 0.850 0.840 0.060 14.620 *** L03 
IndPos4 <--- IndPos 0.900 0.870 0.050 15.860 *** L04 
IndNeg1 <--- IndNeg 0.920 0.910 0.060 16.140 *** L05 
IndNeg2 <--- IndNeg 0.900 0.930 0.060 15.640 *** L06 
IndNeg3 <--- IndNeg 0.570 0.650 0.080 8.370 *** L07 
IndNeg4 <--- IndNeg 0.560 0.640 0.080 8.350 *** L08 
Recom1 <--- Recom 0.740 0.710 0.060 11.740 *** L09 
Recom2 <--- Recom 0.780 0.720 0.060 12.520 *** L10 
Recom3 <--- Recom 0.860 0.810 0.060 14.380 *** L11 
Recom4 <--- Recom 0.820 0.840 0.060 13.530 *** L12 
InfoX2 <--- InfoEx 0.910 0.840 0.050 16.220 *** L14 
InfoX3 <--- InfoEx 0.940 0.980 0.060 16.890 *** L15 
InfoX4 <--- InfoEx 0.630 0.630 0.070 9.530 *** L16 
InfoX5 <--- InfoEx 0.710 0.760 0.070 11.180 *** L17 
Req1 <--- Request 0.650 0.670 0.070 9.480 *** L18 
Req2 <--- Request 0.750 0.850 0.070 11.570 *** L19 
Req3 <--- Request 0.800 0.910 0.070 12.650 *** L20 
Req4 <--- Request 0.760 0.800 0.070 11.650 *** L21 
Promis1 <--- Promise 0.840 0.850 0.060 14.300 *** L22 
Promis2 <--- Promise 0.810 0.890 0.070 13.600 *** L23 
Promis4 <--- Promise 0.880 0.910 0.060 15.430 *** L25 
Promis3 <--- Promise 0.890 0.980 0.060 15.590 *** L24 
LegalP1 <--- LegPlea 0.920 0.830 0.050 16.730 *** L26 
LegalP2 <--- LegPlea 0.900 0.840 0.050 16.200 *** L27 
LegalP3 <--- LegPlea 0.860 0.740 0.050 14.890 *** L28 
LegalP4 <--- LegPlea 0.870 0.810 0.050 15.120 *** L29 
Coer1 <--- Coercive 0.880 0.980 0.060 15.690 *** L30 
Coer2 <--- Coercive 0.880 0.970 0.060 15.530 *** L31 
Coer3 <--- Coercive 0.930 0.980 0.060 17.270 *** L32 
Coer4 <--- Coercive 0.900 0.960 0.060 16.360 *** L33 
Coer5 <--- Coercive 0.920 0.980 0.060 17.040 *** L34 
Comfort <--- RelSat 0.850 1.370 0.090 14.940 *** L40 
Good <--- RelSat 0.890 1.470 0.090 16.130 *** L44 
Respect <--- RelSat 0.890 1.400 0.090 15.970 *** L45 
Please <--- RelSat 0.920 1.600 0.090 16.950 *** L48 
Positive <--- RelSat 0.930 1.450 0.080 17.280 *** L50 
Producti <--- RelSat 0.820 1.240 0.090 14.080 *** L51 
Enjoy <--- RelSat 0.850 1.380 0.090 14.850 *** L52 
Profit <--- RelSat 0.770 1.110 0.090 12.890 *** L54 
Kind <--- RelSat 0.890 1.350 0.080 16.030 *** L55 
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REAL STUDY: DISCRIMINANT VALIDITY 
 
 
Chi-square of each pair of constructs at significance level 0.001 
 
 IndPos IndNeg Recom InfoEx Request Promise LegPlea Coercive 
IndNeg 349.57       
Recom 309.61 363.56      
InfoEx 463.80 366.45 347.69     
Request 282.16 223.27 269.54 269.13    
Promise 413.30 355.35 313.28 468.28 284.20   
LegPlea 552.34 326.62 400.59 459.95 238.90 550.36  
Coercive 508.64 309.67 393.12 462.27 255.80 518.16 530.38 
RelSat 409.38 300.82 356.41 464.36 277.73 404.98 586.13 706.85
 
Correlation between each pair of constructs (individually tested) 
 
 IndPos IndNeg Recom InfoEx Request Promise LegPlea Coercive 
IndNeg -0.26        
Recom 0.45 -0.12       
InfoEx 0.13 -0.06 0.37      
Request -0.08 0.12 0.19 0.19     
Promise 0.51 -0.19 0.46 0.01 0.08    
LegPlea -0.13 0.33 -0.01 0.16 0.38 -0.11   
Coercive -0.34 0.43 -0.14 0.15 0.29 -0.29 0.52  
RelSat 0.56 -0.46 0.34 -0.11 0.13 0.55 -0.43 -0.64 
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DISCRIMINANT VALIDITY: CORRELATION COEFFICIENT 
 
Correlation Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 
IndPos <--> IndNeg -0.27 0.07 -3.72 *** Cov8 
IndPos <--> Coercive -0.34 0.07 -5.00 *** Cov6 
Recom <--> IndPos 0.45 0.06 6.97 *** Cov1 
Recom <--> IndNeg -0.13 0.08 -1.65 0.1 Cov15 
Recom <--> InfoEx 0.36 0.07 5.29 *** Cov9 
Recom <--> Request 0.19 0.08 2.33 0.02 Cov11 
Recom <--> Promise 0.46 0.06 7.12 *** Cov10 
Recom <--> LegPlea -0.01 0.08 -0.12 0.9 Cov12 
Recom <--> Coercive -0.14 0.08 -1.86 0.06 Cov13 
Recom <--> RelSat 0.34 0.07 5.04 *** Cov14 
InfoEx <--> IndPos 0.13 0.08 1.66 0.1 Cov2 
InfoEx <--> IndNeg -0.06 0.08 -0.77 0.44 Cov21 
InfoEx <--> Request 0.2 0.08 2.51 0.01 Cov17 
InfoEx <--> Promise 0.01 0.08 0.12 0.9 Cov16 
InfoEx <--> LegPlea 0.16 0.07 2.12 0.03 Cov18 
InfoEx <--> Coercive 0.15 0.07 2.04 0.04 Cov19 
InfoEx <--> RelSat -0.11 0.07 -1.49 0.14 Cov20 
Request <--> IndPos -0.08 0.08 -1.00 0.32 Cov4 
Request <--> IndNeg 0.43 0.07 6.30 *** Cov30 
Request <--> LegPlea 0.38 0.07 5.46 *** Cov27 
Request <--> Coercive 0.29 0.07 3.98 *** Cov28 
Request <--> RelSat -0.13 0.08 -1.74 0.08 Cov29 
Promise <--> IndPos 0.51 0.06 8.54 *** Cov3 
Promise <--> IndNeg -0.2 0.07 -2.64 0.01 Cov26 
Promise <--> Request 0.08 0.08 0.98 0.33 Cov22 
Promise <--> LegPlea -0.11 0.08 -1.45 0.15 Cov23 
Promise <--> Coercive -0.29 0.07 -4.11 *** Cov24 
Promise <--> RelSat 0.54 0.05 10.05 *** Cov25 
LegPlea <--> IndPos -0.13 0.08 -1.68 0.09 Cov5 
LegPlea <--> IndNeg 0.34 0.07 4.99 *** Cov33 
LegPlea <--> Coercive 0.52 0.06 9.41 *** Cov31 
LegPlea <--> RelSat -0.43 0.06 -7.12 *** Cov32 
Coercive <--> IndNeg 0.44 0.06 7.00 *** Cov35 
RelSat <--> IndPos 0.56 0.05 10.50 *** Cov7 
RelSat <--> IndNeg -0.47 0.06 -7.83 *** Cov36 
RelSat <--> Coercive -0.64 0.04 -14.60 *** Cov34 
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APPENDIX H: STRUCTURE EQUATION MODELING RESULTS 
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PRIORI CONCEPTUAL MODEL 
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PRIORI CONCEPTUAL MODEL (WITH ESTIMATES) 
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Goodness-of-fit indices 
 
Model CMIN/DF 1 TLI 2 CFI 3 RMSEA 4 PCLOSE 
Priori Model 1.712 0.916 0.924 0.060 0.002
Saturated model  
Independence model 9.49 0.00 0.00 0.21 0.00
 
1
 < 5 indicates acceptable fit level, < 2 = good fit 
2 
≥ .80 = acceptable fit, ≥ .90 = good fit 
3 
≥ .80 = acceptable fit, ≥ .90 = good fit (Byrne 2001) 
 4
 <.05 = very good, <.08 = acceptable, <.10 = mediocre, ≥.10 = poor errors of approximation 
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ALTERNATIVE MODEL I: OVERALL RELATIONSHIP 
SATISFACTION AS A SECOND ORDER CONSTRUCT 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
*Arrows indicate the offend estimates
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ALTERNATIVE MODEL II: OVERALL SATISFACTION LEADS TO 
PEOPLE SATISFACTION AND PROCESS SATISFACTION 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
*Arrow indicates the offend estimate
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ALTERNATIVE MODEL III: PEOPLE SATISFACTION AND PROCESS 
SATISFACTION LEAD TO OVERALL SATISFACTION 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
*Arrow indicates the offend estimate
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MODIFICATION INDICES: PRIORI CONCEPTUAL MODEL 
 
Covariance 
  
Item Err   Err Item 
M.I. 
  
Par 
Change 
  
Coer3 E32 <--> E34 Coer5 11.20 0.15 
Kind T55 <--> Recom Recom 10.25 -0.19 
Profit T54 <--> T55 Kind 16.00 0.19 
InfoX5 E17 <--> E34 Coer5 11.62 0.09 
Producti T51 <--> T54 Profit 12.79 0.21 
Good T44 <--> T45 Respect 16.83 0.17 
Coer2 E31 <--> E17 InfoX5 12.61 -0.11 
Coer4 E33 <--> E28 LegalP3 15.18 -0.05 
Coer4 E33 <--> E32 Coer3 44.65 -0.14 
Coer4 E33 <--> E31 Coer2 27.24 0.08 
LegalP2 E27 <--> E26 LegalP1 13.78 0.05 
LegalP4 E29 <--> E28 LegalP3 13.69 -0.06 
InfoX4 E16 <--> T51 Producti 37.46 0.11 
IndPos4 E04 <--> E31 Coer2 14.86 -0.20 
IndNeg3 E07 <--> E08 IndNeg4 12.54 0.07 
 
Regression Weights: (Pretest - Congeneric) M.I. Par 
Change 
IndNeg4 <--- IndNeg3 27.83 0.31 
Coer5 <--- InfoX5 13.85 0.11 
Please <--- LegalP3 10.64 -0.2 
Please <--- LegalP4 14.26 -0.21 
IndNeg2 <--- LegalP1 11.25 0.15 
IndNeg3 <--- IndNeg4 27.91 0.32 
* highlighted = deleted item
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MODIFIED CONCEPTUAL MODEL 
.80
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Indirect  Inf
IndNeg4
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.85
.93Information
ExchangeInfoX4
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1
Good .56T44
1
Please .42T48
1
Positive .34T50
1
Promis3.26 E24
1.00
1
Promis4.24 E25
.93
1
Enjoy .72T52
1
Kind .53T55
1
CMIN =687.208 ,Df=524, CMIN/Df =1.311 (2-5 is ok, but <2.0 is good )  RMSEA =.040 ( 0.05 -0.08 is good, lower is better)  Pclose = .985
CFI = .971 (>.9  is good, close to 1 is even better)    TLI = .967 ((>.9  is good, close to 1 is even better))        GFI = .845 (<=1, close to 1 is good)
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Goodness-of-fit indices 
 
Model CMIN/DF 1 TLI 2 CFI 3 RMSEA 4 PCLOSE 
Priori Model 1.311 0.967 0.971 0.040 0.985 
Saturated model      
Independence model 9.49 0.00 0.00 0.21 0.00 
 
1
 < 5 indicates acceptable fit level, < 2 = good fit 
2 
≥ .80 = acceptable fit, ≥ .90 = good fit 
3 
≥ .80 = acceptable fit, ≥ .90 = good fit (Byrne 2001) 
 4
 <.05 = very good, <.08 = acceptable, <.10 = mediocre, ≥.10 = poor errors of approximation 
   
 328 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
APPENDIX I: INDEPENDENT TEST (TRADING PARTNER’S ROLE) 
   
 329 
Appendix I: Independent Test (Trading Partner’s Role) 
 
Response IndPos1 
 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
 Test Prob Decision 
Assumption Value Level (0.05) 
Skewness Normality of Residuals -1.2026 0.229112 Accept 
Kurtosis Normality of Residuals -1.7202 0.085393 Accept 
Omnibus Normality of Residuals 4.4055 0.110498 Accept 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 0.8382 0.434036 Accept 
Analysis of Variance Table 
Source  Sum of Mean  Prob  
Term DF Squares Square F-Ratio Level      
A: Role 2 0.7011212 0.3505606 0.33 0.721399  
S(A) 196 210.0526 1.071697 
Total (Adjusted) 198 210.7538 
Total 199 
* Term significant at alpha = 0.05 
Kruskal-Wallis Multiple-Comparison Z-Value Test 
 
IndPos1 1 2 3 
1 0.0000 0.6644 0.5700 
2 0.6644 0.0000 0.9624 
3 0.5700 0.9624 0.0000 
Regular Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 1.9600 
Bonferroni Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 2.3940 
 
Response IndPos2 
 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
 Test Prob Decision 
Assumption Value Level (0.05) 
Skewness Normality of Residuals 0.3056 0.759873 Accept 
Kurtosis Normality of Residuals -0.9132 0.361144 Accept 
Omnibus Normality of Residuals 0.9273 0.628973 Accept 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 0.7022 0.496720 Accept 
Analysis of Variance Table 
Source  Sum of Mean  Prob  
Term DF Squares Square F-Ratio Level       
A: Role 2 0.3538989 0.1769495 0.19 0.823482  
S(A) 196 178.3999 0.9102034 
Total (Adjusted) 198 178.7538 
Total 199 
* Term significant at alpha = 0.05 
Kruskal-Wallis Multiple-Comparison Z-Value Test 
 
IndPos2 1 2 3 
1 0.0000 0.4759 0.3407 
2 0.4759 0.0000 0.6278 
3 0.3407 0.6278 0.0000 
Regular Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 1.9600 
Bonferroni Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 2.3940 
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Analysis of Variance Report 
  
Response IndPos3 
 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
 Test Prob Decision 
Assumption Value Level (0.05) 
Skewness Normality of Residuals -1.4822 0.138287 Accept 
Kurtosis Normality of Residuals -0.1068 0.914984 Accept 
Omnibus Normality of Residuals 2.2083 0.331490 Accept 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 0.7441 0.476514 Accept 
Analysis of Variance Table 
Source  Sum of Mean  Prob  
Term DF Squares Square F-Ratio Level       
A: Role 2 0.9477484 0.4738742 0.49 0.614994  
S(A) 196 190.5799 0.9723464 
Total (Adjusted) 198 191.5276 
Total 199 
* Term significant at alpha = 0.05 
Kruskal-Wallis Multiple-Comparison Z-Value Test 
IndPos3 1 2 3 
1 0.0000 1.3410 0.4701 
2 1.3410 0.0000 0.4664 
3 0.4701 0.4664 0.0000 
Regular Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 1.9600 
Bonferroni Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 2.3940 
 
  
Response IndPos4 
 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
 Test Prob Decision 
Assumption Value Level (0.05) 
Skewness Normality of Residuals -0.7195 0.471863 Accept 
Kurtosis Normality of Residuals -0.6843 0.493812 Accept 
Omnibus Normality of Residuals 0.9858 0.610847 Accept 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 0.0008 0.999246 Accept 
Analysis of Variance Table 
Source  Sum of Mean  Prob  
Term DF Squares Square F-Ratio Level       
A: Role 2 0.3208034 0.1604017 0.17 0.845339  
S(A) 196 186.9556 0.953855 
Total (Adjusted) 198 187.2764 
Total 199 
* Term significant at alpha = 0.05 
Kruskal-Wallis Multiple-Comparison Z-Value Test 
IndPos4 1 2 3 
1 0.0000 0.6421 0.2447 
2 0.6421 0.0000 0.6512 
3 0.2447 0.6512 0.0000 
Regular Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 1.9600 
Bonferroni Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 2.3940 
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Response IndNeg1 
 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
 Test Prob Decision 
Assumption Value Level (0.05) 
Skewness Normality of Residuals 2.1112 0.034753 Reject 
Kurtosis Normality of Residuals -0.7241 0.468997 Accept 
Omnibus Normality of Residuals 4.9816 0.082843 Accept 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 0.5929 0.553698 Accept 
Analysis of Variance Table 
Source  Sum of Mean  Prob  
Term DF Squares Square F-Ratio Level       
A: Role 2 0.7433231 0.3716615 0.37 0.688757  
S(A) 196 194.9954 0.9948744 
Total (Adjusted) 198 195.7387 
Total 199 
* Term significant at alpha = 0.05 
Kruskal-Wallis Multiple-Comparison Z-Value Test 
 
IndNeg1 1 2 3 
1 0.0000 0.8407 0.2749 
2 0.8407 0.0000 0.3104 
3 0.2749 0.3104 0.0000 
Regular Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 1.9600 
Bonferroni Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 2.3940 
 
 
Response IndNeg2 
 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
 Test Prob Decision 
Assumption Value Level (0.05) 
Skewness Normality of Residuals 2.2645 0.023546 Reject 
Kurtosis Normality of Residuals -1.5122 0.130495 Accept 
Omnibus Normality of Residuals 7.4144 0.024546 Reject 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 0.0817 0.921587 Accept 
Analysis of Variance Table 
Source  Sum of Mean  Prob  
Term DF Squares Square F-Ratio Level       
A: Role 2 1.18142 0.5907099 0.55 0.575866  
S(A) 196 209.2005 1.067349 
Total (Adjusted) 198 210.3819 
Total 199 
* Term significant at alpha = 0.05 
Kruskal-Wallis Multiple-Comparison Z-Value Test 
 
IndNeg2 1 2 3 
1 0.0000 0.9985 0.8667 
2 0.9985 0.0000 0.1233 
3 0.8667 0.1233 0.0000 
Regular Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 1.9600 
Bonferroni Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 2.3940 
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Response IndNeg3 
 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
 Test Prob Decision 
Assumption Value Level (0.05) 
Skewness Normality of Residuals -0.3114 0.755483 Accept 
Kurtosis Normality of Residuals -2.9485 0.003193 Reject 
Omnibus Normality of Residuals 8.7905 0.012336 Reject 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 1.4499 0.237102 Accept 
Analysis of Variance Table 
Source  Sum of Mean  Prob  
Term DF Squares Square F-Ratio Level       
A: Role 2 7.106482 3.553241 2.76 0.065457  
S(A) 196 251.9086 1.285248 
Total (Adjusted) 198 259.0151 
Total 199 
* Term significant at alpha = 0.05 
Kruskal-Wallis Multiple-Comparison Z-Value Test 
 
IndNeg3 1 2 3 
1 0.0000 1.7492 1.8662 
2 1.7492 0.0000 0.6240 
3 1.8662 0.6240 0.0000 
Regular Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 1.9600 
Bonferroni Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 2.3940 
 
 
Response IndNeg4 
 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
 Test Prob Decision 
Assumption Value Level (0.05) 
Skewness Normality of Residuals -1.6249 0.104187 Accept 
Kurtosis Normality of Residuals -2.2033 0.027576 Reject 
Omnibus Normality of Residuals 7.4946 0.023581 Reject 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 0.4659 0.628274 Accept 
Analysis of Variance Table 
Source  Sum of Mean  Prob  
Term DF Squares Square F-Ratio Level       
A: Role 2 2.523323 1.261661 0.99 0.374214  
S(A) 196 250.3209 1.277147 
Total (Adjusted) 198 252.8442 
Total 199 
* Term significant at alpha = 0.05 
Kruskal-Wallis Multiple-Comparison Z-Value Test 
 
IndNeg4 1 2 3 
1 0.0000 0.3839 1.3149 
2 0.3839 0.0000 0.9416 
3 1.3149 0.9416 0.0000 
Regular Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 1.9600 
Bonferroni Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 2.3940 
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Analysis of Variance Report 
Response Recom1 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
 Test Prob Decision 
Assumption Value Level (0.05) 
Skewness Normality of Residuals -0.9606 0.336742 Accept 
Kurtosis Normality of Residuals -0.7196 0.471757 Accept 
Omnibus Normality of Residuals 1.4407 0.486593 Accept 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 0.9744 0.379242 Accept 
Analysis of Variance Table 
Source  Sum of Mean  Prob  
Term DF Squares Square F-Ratio Level      
A: Role 2 0.7532511 0.3766255 0.41 0.667435  
S(A) 196 182.2015 0.9295996 
Total (Adjusted) 198 182.9548 
Total 199 
* Term significant at alpha = 0.05 
Kruskal-Wallis Multiple-Comparison Z-Value Test 
 
Recom1 1 2 3 
1 0.0000 0.3135 0.8580 
2 0.3135 0.0000 0.5724 
3 0.8580 0.5724 0.0000 
Regular Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 1.9600 
Bonferroni Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 2.3940 
  
Response Recom2 
 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
 Test Prob Decision 
Assumption Value Level (0.05) 
Skewness Normality of Residuals -1.9441 0.051882 Accept 
Kurtosis Normality of Residuals -0.3916 0.695351 Accept 
Omnibus Normality of Residuals 3.9329 0.139952 Accept 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 0.1863 0.830211 Accept 
Analysis of Variance Table 
Source  Sum of Mean  Prob  
Term DF Squares Square F-Ratio Level       
A: Role 2 0.3566214 0.1783107 0.21 0.813491  
S(A) 196 169.1308 0.8629123 
Total (Adjusted) 198 169.4874 
Total 199 
* Term significant at alpha = 0.05 
 
Kruskal-Wallis Multiple-Comparison Z-Value Test 
 
Recom2 1 2 3 
1 0.0000 0.5111 0.2909 
2 0.5111 0.0000 0.0760 
3 0.2909 0.0760 0.0000 
Regular Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 1.9600 
Bonferroni Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 2.3940 
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Response Recom3 
 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
 Test Prob Decision 
Assumption Value Level (0.05) 
Skewness Normality of Residuals -0.7968 0.425588 Accept 
Kurtosis Normality of Residuals -1.4913 0.135872 Accept 
Omnibus Normality of Residuals 2.8589 0.239437 Accept 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 0.2447 0.783208 Accept 
Analysis of Variance Table 
Source  Sum of Mean  Prob  
Term DF Squares Square F-Ratio Level       
A: Role 2 3.74964 1.87482 2.10 0.125412  
S(A) 196 175.1247 0.8934935 
Total (Adjusted) 198 178.8744 
Total 199 
* Term significant at alpha = 0.05 
Kruskal-Wallis Multiple-Comparison Z-Value Test 
 
Recom3 1 2 3 
1 0.0000 0.5900 1.7476 
2 0.5900 0.0000 1.5625 
3 1.7476 1.5625 0.0000 
Regular Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 1.9600 
Bonferroni Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 2.3940 
 
 
Response Recom4 
 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
 Test Prob Decision 
Assumption Value Level (0.05) 
Skewness Normality of Residuals -1.0282 0.303868 Accept 
Kurtosis Normality of Residuals -2.4607 0.013868 Reject 
Omnibus Normality of Residuals 7.1120 0.028553 Reject 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 0.8207 0.441633 Accept 
Analysis of Variance Table 
Source  Sum of Mean  Prob  
Term DF Squares Square F-Ratio Level       
A: Role 2 5.664154 2.832077 2.75 0.066381  
S(A) 196 201.8333 1.029762 
Total (Adjusted) 198 207.4975 
Total 199 
* Term significant at alpha = 0.05 
Kruskal-Wallis Multiple-Comparison Z-Value Test 
 
Recom4 1 2 3 
1 0.0000 1.7051 1.8403 
2 1.7051 0.0000 0.5388 
3 1.8403 0.5388 0.0000 
Regular Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 1.9600 
Bonferroni Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 2.3940 
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Response InfoX2 
 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
 Test Prob Decision 
Assumption Value Level (0.05) 
Skewness Normality of Residuals -1.9413 0.052225 Accept 
Kurtosis Normality of Residuals -0.7213 0.470712 Accept 
Omnibus Normality of Residuals 4.2888 0.117136 Accept 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 1.7045 0.184554 Accept 
Analysis of Variance Table 
Source  Sum of Mean  Prob  
Term DF Squares Square F-Ratio Level        
A: Role 2 1.17517 0.587585 0.69 0.502348  
S(A) 196 166.6942 0.8504805 
Total (Adjusted) 198 167.8694 
Total 199 
* Term significant at alpha = 0.05 
Kruskal-Wallis Multiple-Comparison Z-Value Test 
 
InfoX2 1 2 3 
1 0.0000 1.0956 0.2198 
2 1.0956 0.0000 0.9310 
3 0.2198 0.9310 0.0000 
Regular Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 1.9600 
Bonferroni Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 2.3940 
 
  
Response InfoX3 
 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
 Test Prob Decision 
Assumption Value Level (0.05) 
Skewness Normality of Residuals -1.1852 0.235950 Accept 
Kurtosis Normality of Residuals -1.6738 0.094178 Accept 
Omnibus Normality of Residuals 4.2061 0.122083 Accept 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 0.4289 0.651850 Accept 
Analysis of Variance Table 
Source  Sum of Mean  Prob  
Term DF Squares Square F-Ratio Level        
A: Role 2 1.147984 0.5739918 0.52 0.595408  
S(A) 196 216.3997 1.10408 
Total (Adjusted) 198 217.5477 
Total 199 
* Term significant at alpha = 0.05 
Kruskal-Wallis Multiple-Comparison Z-Value Test 
 
InfoX3 1 2 3 
1 0.0000 0.9728 0.0547 
2 0.9728 0.0000 0.5991 
3 0.0547 0.5991 0.0000 
Regular Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 1.9600 
Bonferroni Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 2.3940 
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Response InfoX4 
 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
 Test Prob Decision 
Assumption Value Level (0.05) 
Skewness Normality of Residuals -1.3557 0.175204 Accept 
Kurtosis Normality of Residuals -1.1891 0.234411 Accept 
Omnibus Normality of Residuals 3.2517 0.196741 Accept 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 1.5614 0.212439 Accept 
Analysis of Variance Table 
Source  Sum of Mean  Prob  
Term DF Squares Square F-Ratio Level       
A: Role 2 0.580691 0.2903455 0.28 0.754082  
S(A) 196 201.3289 1.027188 
Total (Adjusted) 198 201.9095 
Total 199 
* Term significant at alpha = 0.05 
Kruskal-Wallis Multiple-Comparison Z-Value Test 
 
InfoX4 1 2 3 
1 0.0000 0.5233 0.0797 
2 0.5233 0.0000 0.2765 
3 0.0797 0.2765 0.0000 
Regular Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 1.9600 
Bonferroni Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 2.3940 
 
Response InfoX5 
 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
 Test Prob Decision 
Assumption Value Level (0.05) 
Skewness Normality of Residuals -1.0797 0.280291 Accept 
Kurtosis Normality of Residuals -2.6201 0.008790 Reject 
Omnibus Normality of Residuals 8.0306 0.018037 Reject 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 1.0719 0.344344 Accept 
Analysis of Variance Table 
Source  Sum of Mean  Prob  
Term DF Squares Square F-Ratio Level       
A: Role 2 2.46501 1.232505 1.06 0.349061  
S(A) 196 228.2888 1.164739 
Total (Adjusted) 198 230.7538 
Total 199 
* Term significant at alpha = 0.05 
Kruskal-Wallis Multiple-Comparison Z-Value Test 
 
InfoX5 1 2 3 
1 0.0000 0.9564 1.4025 
2 0.9564 0.0000 0.6395 
3 1.4025 0.6395 0.0000 
Regular Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 1.9600 
Bonferroni Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 2.3940 
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Response Req1 
 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
 Test Prob Decision 
Assumption Value Level (0.05) 
Skewness Normality of Residuals 2.3347 0.019559 Reject 
Kurtosis Normality of Residuals -1.1080 0.267876 Accept 
Omnibus Normality of Residuals 6.6784 0.035465 Reject 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 0.0133 0.986759 Accept 
Analysis of Variance Table 
Source  Sum of Mean  Prob  
Term DF Squares Square F-Ratio Level       
A: Role 2 0.3328142 0.1664071 0.15 0.857079  
S(A) 196 211.3154 1.07814 
Total (Adjusted) 198 211.6482 
Total 199 
* Term significant at alpha = 0.05 
Kruskal-Wallis Multiple-Comparison Z-Value Test 
 
Req1 1 2 3 
1 0.0000 0.0529 0.5579 
2 0.0529 0.0000 0.4729 
3 0.5579 0.4729 0.0000 
Regular Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 1.9600 
Bonferroni Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 2.3940 
 
 
Response Req2 
 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
 Test Prob Decision 
Assumption Value Level (0.05) 
Skewness Normality of Residuals 0.8515 0.394483 Accept 
Kurtosis Normality of Residuals -6.2441 0.000000 Reject 
Omnibus Normality of Residuals 39.7144 0.000000 Reject 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 0.1663 0.846884 Accept 
Analysis of Variance Table 
Source  Sum of Mean  Prob  
Term DF Squares Square F-Ratio Level       
A: Role 2 6.326835 3.163418 2.49 0.085875  
S(A) 196 249.4219 1.272561 
Total (Adjusted) 198 255.7487 
Total 199 
* Term significant at alpha = 0.05 
Kruskal-Wallis Multiple-Comparison Z-Value Test 
 
Req2 1 2 3 
1 0.0000 0.5566 1.9058 
2 0.5566 0.0000 2.1072 
3 1.9058 2.1072 0.0000 
Regular Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 1.9600 
Bonferroni Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 2.3940 
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Response Req3 
 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
 Test Prob Decision 
Assumption Value Level (0.05) 
Skewness Normality of Residuals 1.9625 0.049706 Reject 
Kurtosis Normality of Residuals -3.4990 0.000467 Reject 
Omnibus Normality of Residuals 16.0941 0.000320 Reject 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 0.8667 0.421956 Accept 
Analysis of Variance Table 
Source  Sum of Mean  Prob  
Term DF Squares Square F-Ratio Level       
A: Role 2 3.157217 1.578608 1.22 0.296416  
S(A) 196 252.8729 1.290168 
Total (Adjusted) 198 256.0302 
Total 199 
* Term significant at alpha = 0.05 
Kruskal-Wallis Multiple-Comparison Z-Value Test 
 
Req3 1 2 3 
1 0.0000 0.7595 1.2815 
2 0.7595 0.0000 0.6606 
3 1.2815 0.6606 0.0000 
Regular Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 1.9600 
Bonferroni Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 2.3940 
 
  
Response Req4 
 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
 Test Prob Decision 
Assumption Value Level (0.05) 
Skewness Normality of Residuals 3.0371 0.002389 Reject 
Kurtosis Normality of Residuals -1.6112 0.107144 Accept 
Omnibus Normality of Residuals 11.8197 0.002713 Reject 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 0.3743 0.688293 Accept 
Analysis of Variance Table 
Source  Sum of Mean  Prob  
Term DF Squares Square F-Ratio Level        
A: Role 2 1.576891 0.7884455 0.70 0.498750  
S(A) 196 221.3578 1.129376 
Total (Adjusted) 198 222.9347 
Total 199 
* Term significant at alpha = 0.05 
Kruskal-Wallis Multiple-Comparison Z-Value Test 
 
Req4 1 2 3 
1 0.0000 0.9551 0.2964 
2 0.9551 0.0000 0.3672 
3 0.2964 0.3672 0.0000 
Regular Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 1.9600 
Bonferroni Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 2.3940 
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Response Promis1 
 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
 Test Prob Decision 
Assumption Value Level (0.05) 
Skewness Normality of Residuals 1.6573 0.097449 Accept 
Kurtosis Normality of Residuals -1.8152 0.069490 Accept 
Omnibus Normality of Residuals 6.0418 0.048757 Reject 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 0.0670 0.935242 Accept 
Analysis of Variance Table 
Source  Sum of Mean  Prob  
Term DF Squares Square F-Ratio Level        
A: Role 2 8.098343E-04 4.049171E-04 0.00 0.999611  
S(A) 196 203.7479 1.03953 
Total (Adjusted) 198 203.7487 
Total 199 
* Term significant at alpha = 0.05 
Kruskal-Wallis Multiple-Comparison Z-Value Test 
 
Promis1 1 2 3 
1 0.0000 0.0754 0.0036 
2 0.0754 0.0000 0.0470 
3 0.0036 0.0470 0.0000 
Regular Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 1.9600 
Bonferroni Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 2.3940 
 
Response Promis2 
 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
 Test Prob Decision 
Assumption Value Level (0.05) 
Skewness Normality of Residuals 1.8821 0.059820 Accept 
Kurtosis Normality of Residuals -2.6376 0.008349 Reject 
Omnibus Normality of Residuals 10.4993 0.005249 Reject 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 0.3410 0.711477 Accept 
 
Analysis of Variance Table 
Source  Sum of Mean  Prob  
Term DF Squares Square F-Ratio Level        
A: Role 2 1.212805 0.6064023 0.50 0.605225  
S(A) 196 236.0837 1.204509 
Total (Adjusted) 198 237.2965 
Total 199 
* Term significant at alpha = 0.05 
Kruskal-Wallis Multiple-Comparison Z-Value Test 
 
Promis2 1 2 3 
1 0.0000 0.5377 0.8900 
2 0.5377 0.0000 0.4519 
3 0.8900 0.4519 0.0000 
Regular Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 1.9600 
Bonferroni Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 2.3940 
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Response Promis3 
 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
 Test Prob Decision 
Assumption Value Level (0.05) 
Skewness Normality of Residuals 2.4650 0.013702 Reject 
Kurtosis Normality of Residuals -0.7738 0.439062 Accept 
Omnibus Normality of Residuals 6.6749 0.035528 Reject 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 0.1229 0.884430 Accept 
Analysis of Variance Table 
Source  Sum of Mean  Prob  
Term DF Squares Square F-Ratio Level       
A: Role 2 2.659996 1.329998 1.08 0.339994  
S(A) 196 240.3048 1.226045 
Total (Adjusted) 198 242.9648 
Total 199 
* Term significant at alpha = 0.05 
Kruskal-Wallis Multiple-Comparison Z-Value Test 
 
Promis3 1 2 3 
1 0.0000 0.2020 1.3164 
2 0.2020 0.0000 1.3337 
3 1.3164 1.3337 0.0000 
Regular Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 1.9600 
Bonferroni Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 2.3940 
 
  
Response Promis4 
 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
 Test Prob Decision 
Assumption Value Level (0.05) 
Skewness Normality of Residuals 2.2139 0.026836 Reject 
Kurtosis Normality of Residuals -0.8408 0.400444 Accept 
Omnibus Normality of Residuals 5.6083 0.060558 Accept 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 0.6047 0.547228 Accept 
Analysis of Variance Table 
Source  Sum of Mean  Prob  
Term DF Squares Square F-Ratio Level        
A: Role 2 0.2514207 0.1257103 0.12 0.889821  
S(A) 196 210.9446 1.076248 
Total (Adjusted) 198 211.196 
Total 199 
* Term significant at alpha = 0.05 
Kruskal-Wallis Multiple-Comparison Z-Value Test 
 
Promis4 1 2 3 
1 0.0000 0.1170 0.6297 
2 0.1170 0.0000 0.4955 
3 0.6297 0.4955 0.0000 
Regular Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 1.9600 
Bonferroni Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 2.3940 
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Response LegalP1 
 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
 Test Prob Decision 
Assumption Value Level (0.05) 
Skewness Normality of Residuals 6.7289 0.000000 Reject 
Kurtosis Normality of Residuals 3.1348 0.001720 Reject 
Omnibus Normality of Residuals 55.1056 0.000000 Reject 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 1.3078 0.272756 Accept 
Analysis of Variance Table 
Source  Sum of Mean  Prob  
Term DF Squares Square F-Ratio Level        
A: Role 2 2.144433 1.072216 1.31 0.272756  
S(A) 196 160.6897 0.8198456 
Total (Adjusted) 198 162.8342 
Total 199 
* Term significant at alpha = 0.05 
Kruskal-Wallis Multiple-Comparison Z-Value Test 
 
LegalP1 1 2 3 
1 0.0000 1.6086 0.7702 
2 1.6086 0.0000 0.3715 
3 0.7702 0.3715 0.0000 
Regular Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 1.9600 
Bonferroni Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 2.3940 
  
Response LegalP2 
 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
 Test Prob Decision 
Assumption Value Level (0.05) 
Skewness Normality of Residuals 6.4398 0.000000 Reject 
Kurtosis Normality of Residuals 2.6367 0.008372 Reject 
Omnibus Normality of Residuals 48.4230 0.000000 Reject 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 0.4042 0.668075 Accept 
Analysis of Variance Table 
Source  Sum of Mean  Prob  
Term DF Squares Square F-Ratio Level        
A: Role 2 0.7155959 0.357798 0.40 0.668075  
S(A) 196 173.5055 0.8852322 
Total (Adjusted) 198 174.2211 
Total 199 
* Term significant at alpha = 0.05 
Kruskal-Wallis Multiple-Comparison Z-Value Test 
 
LegalP2 1 2 3 
1 0.0000 1.0492 0.7607 
2 1.0492 0.0000 0.0070 
3 0.7607 0.0070 0.0000 
Regular Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 1.9600 
Bonferroni Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 2.3940 
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Response LegalP3 
 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
 Test Prob Decision 
Assumption Value Level (0.05) 
Skewness Normality of Residuals 7.6943 0.000000 Reject 
Kurtosis Normality of Residuals 4.2035 0.000026 Reject 
Omnibus Normality of Residuals 76.8712 0.000000 Reject 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 0.9781 0.377850 Accept 
Analysis of Variance Table 
Source  Sum of Mean  Prob  
Term DF Squares Square F-Ratio Level        
A: Role 2 1.479229 0.7396144 0.98 0.377850  
S(A) 196 148.2092 0.7561694 
Total (Adjusted) 198 149.6884 
Total 199 
* Term significant at alpha = 0.05 
Kruskal-Wallis Multiple-Comparison Z-Value Test 
 
LegalP3 1 2 3 
1 0.0000 1.3413 1.0649 
2 1.3413 0.0000 0.0752 
3 1.0649 0.0752 0.0000 
Regular Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 1.9600 
Bonferroni Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 2.3940 
  
Response LegalP4 
 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
 Test Prob Decision 
Assumption Value Level (0.05) 
Skewness Normality of Residuals 7.3596 0.000000 Reject 
Kurtosis Normality of Residuals 3.6775 0.000235 Reject 
Omnibus Normality of Residuals 67.6887 0.000000 Reject 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 0.3531 0.702927 Accept 
Analysis of Variance Table 
Source  Sum of Mean  Prob  
Term DF Squares Square F-Ratio Level        
A: Role 2 0.6230879 0.3115439 0.35 0.702927  
S(A) 196 172.9146 0.8822173 
Total (Adjusted) 198 173.5377 
Total 199 
* Term significant at alpha = 0.05 
Kruskal-Wallis Multiple-Comparison Z-Value Test 
 
LegalP4 1 2 3 
1 0.0000 0.5123 0.8363 
2 0.5123 0.0000 0.4200 
3 0.8363 0.4200 0.0000 
Regular Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 1.9600 
Bonferroni Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 2.3940 
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Response Coer1 
 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
 Test Prob Decision 
Assumption Value Level (0.05) 
Skewness Normality of Residuals 4.7463 0.000002 Reject 
Kurtosis Normality of Residuals 0.0929 0.926006 Accept 
Omnibus Normality of Residuals 22.5362 0.000013 Reject 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 0.2261 0.797848 Accept 
Analysis of Variance Table 
Source  Sum of Mean  Prob  
Term DF Squares Square F-Ratio Level        
A: Role 2 0.8161407 0.4080704 0.33 0.722024  
S(A) 196 245.1638 1.250836 
Total (Adjusted) 198 245.9799 
Total 199 
* Term significant at alpha = 0.05 
Kruskal-Wallis Multiple-Comparison Z-Value Test 
 
Coer1 1 2 3 
1 0.0000 1.0816 0.5738 
2 1.0816 0.0000 0.1989 
3 0.5738 0.1989 0.0000 
Regular Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 1.9600 
Bonferroni Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 2.3940 
  
Response Coer2 
 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
 Test Prob Decision 
Assumption Value Level (0.05) 
Skewness Normality of Residuals 4.8150 0.000001 Reject 
Kurtosis Normality of Residuals -0.4024 0.687393 Accept 
Omnibus Normality of Residuals 23.3463 0.000009 Reject 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 0.0452 0.955860 Accept 
Analysis of Variance Table 
Source  Sum of Mean  Prob  
Term DF Squares Square F-Ratio Level        
A: Role 2 0.9864833 0.4932417 0.40 0.672974  
S(A) 196 243.6065 1.24289 
Total (Adjusted) 198 244.593 
Total 199 
* Term significant at alpha = 0.05 
Kruskal-Wallis Multiple-Comparison Z-Value Test 
 
Coer2 1 2 3 
1 0.0000 0.5840 0.9522 
2 0.5840 0.0000 0.4777 
3 0.9522 0.4777 0.0000 
Regular Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 1.9600 
Bonferroni Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 2.3940 
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Response Coer3 
 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
 Test Prob Decision 
Assumption Value Level (0.05) 
Skewness Normality of Residuals 4.5763 0.000005 Reject 
Kurtosis Normality of Residuals -0.1661 0.868099 Accept 
Omnibus Normality of Residuals 20.9705 0.000028 Reject 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 0.3231 0.724276 Accept 
Analysis of Variance Table 
Source  Sum of Mean  Prob  
Term DF Squares Square F-Ratio Level        
A: Role 2 0.5789123 0.2894562 0.26 0.772134  
S(A) 196 219.0995 1.117854 
Total (Adjusted) 198 219.6784 
Total 199 
* Term significant at alpha = 0.05 
Kruskal-Wallis Multiple-Comparison Z-Value Test 
 
Coer3 1 2 3 
1 0.0000 0.9484 0.6306 
2 0.9484 0.0000 0.0583 
3 0.6306 0.0583 0.0000 
Regular Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 1.9600 
Bonferroni Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 2.3940 
 
 
Response Coer4 
 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
 Test Prob Decision 
Assumption Value Level (0.05) 
Skewness Normality of Residuals 4.4460 0.000009 Reject 
Kurtosis Normality of Residuals -0.2748 0.783437 Accept 
Omnibus Normality of Residuals 19.8421 0.000049 Reject 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 0.1563 0.855369 Accept 
Analysis of Variance Table 
Source  Sum of Mean  Prob  
Term DF Squares Square F-Ratio Level        
A: Role 2 0.2425727 0.1212863 0.11 0.900030  
S(A) 196 225.5765 1.150901 
Total (Adjusted) 198 225.8191 
Total 199 
* Term significant at alpha = 0.05 
Kruskal-Wallis Multiple-Comparison Z-Value Test 
 
Coer4 1 2 3 
1 0.0000 0.7112 0.4464 
2 0.7112 0.0000 0.0679 
3 0.4464 0.0679 0.0000 
Regular Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 1.9600 
Bonferroni Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 2.3940 
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Response Coer5 
 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
 Test Prob Decision 
Assumption Value Level (0.05) 
Skewness Normality of Residuals 5.0029 0.000001 Reject 
Kurtosis Normality of Residuals 0.7732 0.439408 Accept 
Omnibus Normality of Residuals 25.6266 0.000003 Reject 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 1.0987 0.335336 Accept 
Analysis of Variance Table 
Source  Sum of Mean  Prob  
Term DF Squares Square F-Ratio Level        
A: Role 2 1.143664 0.5718321 0.50 0.606508  
S(A) 196 223.5699 1.140663 
Total (Adjusted) 198 224.7136 
Total 199 
* Term significant at alpha = 0.05 
Kruskal-Wallis Multiple-Comparison Z-Value Test 
 
Coer5 1 2 3 
1 0.0000 0.9457 0.4382 
2 0.9457 0.0000 0.2317 
3 0.4382 0.2317 0.0000 
Regular Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 1.9600 
Bonferroni Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 2.3940 
  
Response Superior 
 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
 Test Prob Decision 
Assumption Value Level (0.05) 
Skewness Normality of Residuals -0.5344 0.593089 Accept 
Kurtosis Normality of Residuals -0.2416 0.809100 Accept 
Omnibus Normality of Residuals 0.3439 0.842017 Accept 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 1.7578 0.175123 Accept 
Analysis of Variance Table 
Source  Sum of Mean  Prob  
Term DF Squares Square F-Ratio Level        
A: Role 2 4.073684 2.036842 1.05 0.352310  
S(A) 196 380.6399 1.94204 
Total (Adjusted) 198 384.7136 
Total 199 
* Term significant at alpha = 0.05 
Kruskal-Wallis Multiple-Comparison Z-Value Test 
 
Superior 1 2 3 
1 0.0000 1.1676 0.2262 
2 1.1676 0.0000 0.9849 
3 0.2262 0.9849 0.0000 
Regular Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 1.9600 
Bonferroni Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 2.3940 
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Response Comfort 
 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
 Test Prob Decision 
Assumption Value Level (0.05) 
Skewness Normality of Residuals -4.3502 0.000014 Reject 
Kurtosis Normality of Residuals 0.2295 0.818476 Accept 
Omnibus Normality of Residuals 18.9770 0.000076 Reject 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 0.4330 0.649181 Accept 
Analysis of Variance Table 
Source  Sum of Mean  Prob  
Term DF Squares Square F-Ratio Level        
A: Role 2 1.050065 0.5250326 0.20 0.819269  
S(A) 196 515.7037 2.631141 
Total (Adjusted) 198 516.7538 
Total 199 
* Term significant at alpha = 0.05 
Kruskal-Wallis Multiple-Comparison Z-Value Test 
 
Comfort 1 2 3 
1 0.0000 0.6579 0.1449 
2 0.6579 0.0000 0.3069 
3 0.1449 0.3069 0.0000 
Regular Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 1.9600 
Bonferroni Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 2.3940 
 
Response Good 
 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
 Test Prob Decision 
Assumption Value Level (0.05) 
Skewness Normality of Residuals -4.2297 0.000023 Reject 
Kurtosis Normality of Residuals -0.1406 0.888177 Accept 
Omnibus Normality of Residuals 17.9104 0.000129 Reject 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 0.0327 0.967842 Accept 
Analysis of Variance Table 
Source  Sum of Mean  Prob  
Term DF Squares Square F-Ratio Level        
A: Role 2 1.873007 0.9365034 0.34 0.710217  
S(A) 196 535.4838 2.73206 
Total (Adjusted) 198 537.3568 
Total 199 
* Term significant at alpha = 0.05 
Kruskal-Wallis Multiple-Comparison Z-Value Test 
 
Good 1 2 3 
1 0.0000 0.8502 0.1318 
2 0.8502 0.0000 0.6872 
3 0.1318 0.6872 0.0000 
Regular Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 1.9600 
Bonferroni Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 2.3940 
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Response Respect 
 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
 Test Prob Decision 
Assumption Value Level (0.05) 
Skewness Normality of Residuals -4.9590 0.000001 Reject 
Kurtosis Normality of Residuals 0.8422 0.399677 Accept 
Omnibus Normality of Residuals 25.3013 0.000003 Reject 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 0.5542 0.575455 Accept 
Analysis of Variance Table 
Source  Sum of Mean  Prob  
Term DF Squares Square F-Ratio Level       
A: Role 2 2.786869 1.393435 0.55 0.575956  
S(A) 196 493.6252 2.518496 
Total (Adjusted) 198 496.412 
Total 199 
* Term significant at alpha = 0.05 
Kruskal-Wallis Multiple-Comparison Z-Value Test 
 
Respect 1 2 3 
1 0.0000 1.0672 0.4784 
2 1.0672 0.0000 0.2762 
3 0.4784 0.2762 0.0000 
Regular Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 1.9600 
Bonferroni Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 2.3940 
 
Response Please 
 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
 Test Prob Decision 
Assumption Value Level (0.05) 
Skewness Normality of Residuals -4.3815 0.000012 Reject 
Kurtosis Normality of Residuals -1.0374 0.299538 Accept 
Omnibus Normality of Residuals 20.2737 0.000040 Reject 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 0.2519 0.777573 Accept 
Analysis of Variance Table 
Source  Sum of Mean  Prob  
Term DF Squares Square F-Ratio Level       
A: Role 2 1.103118 0.551559 0.18 0.835270  
S(A) 196 600.0325 3.061391 
Total (Adjusted) 198 601.1357 
Total 199 
* Term significant at alpha = 0.05 
Kruskal-Wallis Multiple-Comparison Z-Value Test 
 
Please 1 2 3 
1 0.0000 0.5224 0.2730 
2 0.5224 0.0000 0.0999 
3 0.2730 0.0999 0.0000 
Regular Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 1.9600 
Bonferroni Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 2.3940 
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Response Positive 
 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
 Test Prob Decision 
Assumption Value Level (0.05) 
Skewness Normality of Residuals -4.0851 0.000044 Reject 
Kurtosis Normality of Residuals 0.3596 0.719164 Accept 
Omnibus Normality of Residuals 16.8177 0.000223 Reject 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 0.7120 0.491937 Accept 
Analysis of Variance Table 
Source  Sum of Mean  Prob  
Term DF Squares Square F-Ratio Level   
A: Role 2 2.772985 1.386492 0.57 0.568512  
S(A) 196 479.82 2.448061 
Total (Adjusted) 198 482.593 
Total 199 
* Term significant at alpha = 0.05 
Kruskal-Wallis Multiple-Comparison Z-Value Test 
 
Positive 1 2 3 
1 0.0000 0.7979 0.1498 
2 0.7979 0.0000 0.6687 
3 0.1498 0.6687 0.0000 
Regular Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 1.9600 
Bonferroni Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 2.3940 
 
 
Response Producti 
 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
 Test Prob Decision 
Assumption Value Level (0.05) 
Skewness Normality of Residuals -4.1881 0.000028 Reject 
Kurtosis Normality of Residuals 0.2873 0.773849 Accept 
Omnibus Normality of Residuals 17.6228 0.000149 Reject 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 0.8366 0.434732 Accept 
Analysis of Variance Table 
Source  Sum of Mean  Prob  
Term DF Squares Square F-Ratio Level   
A: Role 2 3.783595 1.891798 0.82 0.442009  
S(A) 196 452.2767 2.307534 
Total (Adjusted) 198 456.0603 
Total 199 
* Term significant at alpha = 0.05 
Kruskal-Wallis Multiple-Comparison Z-Value Test 
 
Producti 1 2 3 
1 0.0000 0.7473 0.5566 
2 0.7473 0.0000 1.0055 
3 0.5566 1.0055 0.0000 
Regular Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 1.9600 
Bonferroni Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 2.3940 
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Response Enjoy 
 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
 Test Prob Decision 
Assumption Value Level (0.05) 
Skewness Normality of Residuals -3.3646 0.000767 Reject 
Kurtosis Normality of Residuals -1.0328 0.301711 Accept 
Omnibus Normality of Residuals 12.3872 0.002042 Reject 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 0.5605 0.571811 Accept 
Analysis of Variance Table 
Source  Sum of Mean  Prob  
Term DF Squares Square F-Ratio Level   
A: Role 2 3.216111 1.608056 0.60 0.547248  
S(A) 196 521.206 2.659214 
Total (Adjusted) 198 524.4221 
Total 199 
* Term significant at alpha = 0.05 
Kruskal-Wallis Multiple-Comparison Z-Value Test 
 
Enjoy 1 2 3 
1 0.0000 0.4785 0.8455 
2 0.4785 0.0000 1.0894 
3 0.8455 1.0894 0.0000 
Regular Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 1.9600 
Bonferroni Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 2.3940 
  
Response Profit 
 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
 Test Prob Decision 
Assumption Value Level (0.05) 
Skewness Normality of Residuals -3.4714 0.000518 Reject 
Kurtosis Normality of Residuals 1.2307 0.218453 Accept 
Omnibus Normality of Residuals 13.5654 0.001133 Reject 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 1.3960 0.250027 Accept 
Analysis of Variance Table 
Source  Sum of Mean  Prob  
Term DF Squares Square F-Ratio Level  
A: Role 2 2.021029E-02 1.010514E-02 0.00 0.995143  
S(A) 196 406.8039 2.07553 
Total (Adjusted) 198 406.8241 
Total 199 
* Term significant at alpha = 0.05 
Kruskal-Wallis Multiple-Comparison Z-Value Test 
 
Profit 1 2 3 
1 0.0000 0.0389 0.0371 
2 0.0389 0.0000 0.0079 
3 0.0371 0.0079 0.0000 
Regular Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 1.9600 
Bonferroni Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 2.3940 
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Response Kind 
 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
 Test Prob Decision 
Assumption Value Level (0.05) 
Skewness Normality of Residuals -3.7469 0.000179 Reject 
Kurtosis Normality of Residuals 0.4533 0.650344 Accept 
Omnibus Normality of Residuals 14.2450 0.000807 Reject 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 0.6908 0.502375 Accept 
Analysis of Variance Table 
Source  Sum of Mean  Prob  
Term DF Squares Square F-Ratio Level  
A: Role 2 3.974783E-02 1.987391E-02 0.01 0.991545  
S(A) 196 458.7341 2.34048 
Total (Adjusted) 198 458.7739 
Total 199 
* Term significant at alpha = 0.05 
Kruskal-Wallis Multiple-Comparison Z-Value Test 
 
Kind 1 2 3 
1 0.0000 0.1114 0.2550 
2 0.1114 0.0000 0.1579 
3 0.2550 0.1579 0.0000 
Regular Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 1.9600 
Bonferroni Test: Medians significantly different if z-value > 2.3940 
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